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As the aweful ſubject of the en- 
ſuing pages is ſo very important and in- 
tereſting, it is hoped the reader will 
not interpret them as if written with a 

view to a trial of {kill, or in order to 
_ provoke a literary combat. Their ob- 
_ ject is far otherwiſe. It is, if poſſible, 
to reconcile the jarring and diſcordant 
opinions of Chriſtians, that they may 
all unite, and think one and the ſame 


414 thing 


40 whom they muſt. owe their . 
- tion. : 


In the N ew Teſtament it is a moſt 
certain truth, that the term Seo is re- 
peatedly and decidedly applied to ] E- 
sus CHRIST; and, therefore, according | 
to the doctrine of the New Teftament, 

he muft be what Soc ſignifies. It is 
n and degidedly alſo the doc- 
trine of the New Teſtament, that IR. 
60s CnnISsT is ſubordinate, acting by 
delegation, according to the wall of the 
Father; and, therefore, how is this to 
be reconciled with his being what Oeog 


The 


. 
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e difficul Hers 5 has appeared. to 


be 0 very great, that various : Cans 
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„9 
re- 


| have been purſued in order to 
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move it. a 
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On the one part, it has been boldly 
affirmed 


„ 144 


never directhy applied to Int sus CHRIST; 


and by others of the fame rty , but 
with leſs confidence, that, when 135 is ſo 


applied, it is not in that ſenſe in Which 


* 


ſome, that the term Ococ is 


8 * 


it is applied to the Father. e 
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i On the other part, it has been urged, 
that the term Gone is certainly and Gi 


n ap plied to Jr5vs Cuntsr, and 
that he, deres is what Geer Th gni- 
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former, in order to remove it, denies 


nity and the ſubordination. The mat - 


the New Teſtament, be compatible wi ith 


. 
fies; and that the ſubordination, dele- 
gation, commiſſion, Kc. under which 


he 1 is faid to act, is only ſpoken, of him. 


as he i 1s man, but never as he is Go⁰ 
and Man. | 


Are not both theſe parties liable to 
be objected to, as purſuing a wrong 


mode of removing the difficulty? The 


the Divinity; ; the latter denies, or ex- 5 


plains away, the ſubordination; but the 
New Teſtament affirms both the Divi- 


ter, therefore, to be enquired into is, 


Can theſe, according to the doctrine af | 


each other? Denying,c or explaining away 


4 * - W_ 


"4 


either 


is liable to no objection, + It may, al- 


En) 


either the one or other is not removing 
the difficulty c or anſwering the queſtion. 
The queſtion « can only be anſwered by 
ſhewing how the Divinity, and the ſub- 


ordination, which are affirmed in the 


New Teſtament, are compatible with 
each other. 


If what ! have fgpetcd 3 in the fol- | 
lowing pages concerning the filation. is 
admiſſible, | think the queſtion is ef- 


fectually anſwered; and the Divinity 


and the ſubordination will appear not 


only to be compatible with each other, 
but neceſſary and unavoidable. But 1 


dare not aſſert, till it has undergone 


farther examination, that the ſuggeſtion 


- oy 


though 


4 Re” * 
* 2 „ 9 


3 dee pk 1 46 not percee 


. - them, be liable to inſuperable objec- 
2 tlons; and, in that caſe, T have only to 


3 'W 5 will, that good and learned men would 
. apply their thoughts to the conſidera- 
| | tion of this important queſtion, to the 
intent, that it may be anſwered ſo as 

6 to be liable to no objection. 
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one 0 bje ection, doubtleſs, will de 
made to what I have ſuggeſted, and a 
very ſerious one it is: That, if admit- 
ted, it will tend to make a variation in 
a creed, which is ſupported by the ve- 
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nerable ſanction of a numerous feries of 
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ages, and, of courſe, to difturb and un- 
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ſettle the minds of many 88 men on 
the ſubject of their faith. 
8. 1041 : To 


To this 1 it DO be aura 


that, even admitting the truth of ay _— 
ſuggeſtion, there will be no occaſion. * 
for expunging any article in the received | | 
creed. The article, Begotten of his 


Father before all worlds, may ſtill 


remain, if interpreted in a ſenſe which 


it may well admit. 


Eternity is an idea that is neceſſarily 
annexed to all the actions of the Eter- 
nal Being; and, therefore, in the Eter- 
nal Mind, it may moſt truly be ſaid of 


our Loxp, that he was begotten of the 


Father before all worlds; conſequently, 
if interpreted in this ſenſe, in which 
only ſenſe the article ſeems to be true, 

5 no 
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no alteration will be neceſſary in the 
creed, and things may remain in their 
preſent ſtate without the hazard of gi- 


ving offence to any. 


The texts and arguments urged in 
the following pages are, it muſt be con- 
feſſed, many of them ſuch as have been 
repeatedly urged by others, and, therefore, 

of courſe, will by ſome men be turned 
over with a diſdainful and faſtidious 

twirl. Others of them, I believe, are 

new, and ſuch as have not occurred 
before ; but, then, on account of their 
novelty, they muſt wear a ſuſpicious 
appearance. Let them not however be 
rejected merely on account of their no- 
velty; but let them be brought to the 
* 8 teſt, 


TR) 
teſt, and undergo a ſcrupulous exami- 
nation, and then, if they are really found 
to be erroneous, the Author himſelf 
will} join with the reſt of the Gn 


world in re} jecting them. 


OR, 


2 


AN APPEAL. 


TO THE 


NEW TESTAMENT, 


IN PROOF or THR 2 


DIVINITY or THE SON OF 60d. 


* 
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II is a truth which, moſt probably, will not 
be controverted, that Chriſtians have a revealed law, 
by which they are to be determined in their religious 
principles and moral practices; that this law is 


particularly contained in the writings of the New 


Teſtament, which have been delivered down to us 
by our forefathers, from the days of the Evangeliſta 
and Apoſtles by whom they were written, and in the 
ſame language, except St. Matthews - Goſpel, in 

which they were written ; that, m governing them - 
ys thas revealed law, way are to abide by the 


e 1 rn term 


we wg 


E 
terms in which it is delivered to them, without 


wreſting them from the plain determinate ſenſe which 
they preſent to us; and that therefore where. diffi- 


culties occur, ſuch as human reaſon is not compe- 


tent to diſcuſs, ** So it is written” muſt be the an- 
fwer to them ; and faith muſt receive thoſe things 
which are impoſſible with men, and yet poſſible with 
Gon. Thus, if the proper Divinity of Jzsvs 
CnRrsr is delivered in terms as expreſſible of it as 


the terms whereby his human nature is exprefled are 


expreſſible of his human nature, whatever difficul- 


ties may attend us in the conception of it, they muſt 
all yield to“ So it 1s written.“ For, if it is ſo writ- 


ten, of no avail will be all the flouriſhes of human 
reaſon, while it attempts to explain away what is 
written into that which is not. What I have 
« written, ſaid Pilate, when he ftyled Jzsvs the 
cc King of the Jews, I have written;” and therefore 
it admitted of no palliative or alteration, much leſs 


will any thing admit of palliatives which is written 


* the finger of Gop. 


411 is written in the — 5 We that if ESUS is 
= Son of Man. The terms are plain and. unequi- 
vocal; and hence we all conclude, that JzsUs was 
a Man. That our concluſion is a legitimate one, 
and certain, we have full proof from what the Scrip- 


ture farther tells us concerning him, that he was 


hungry, and thirſty, and weary, and afflicted, and 


tempted; that he wept; that he was in an agony; 
that 


1 
that he had all the feelings of a man (without fin) 
and that he died upon the croſs, and was buried, 
Hereby, then, we are moſt certainly aſſured, that 
we do not miſinterpret the terms Son of Man, when 
we affirm, that therefore he was really and truly a 
man, like as we are, although without ſin. 


But the New Teſtament farther tells us, that Jz- 
zus was the Son of Gop, the Son of the Moſt High 
Gop, the Son of the Living Gop, wpwroroxos, H 
yoyevng, &c. therefore we conclude, as the terms are 
as plain and unequivocal as the foregoing, when he 
is ſtyled Son of Man, that he is Gop ; and our con- 
cluſion ſeems to be as legitimate and juft: for, if 
there is any thing certain in language, it is, that a 
ſon hath the nature of that of which it is the ſon: 
thus the ſon of man hath the nature of man, and 
therefore is man; in like manner, the ſon of Go 
hath the nature of Gop, and therefore is Gop; for, 
if it is otherwiſe, Son, in the terms Son of Gop, muſt 
ſignify differently from what it ſignifies in the terms 
Son of Man; and, indeed, differently from what it 
does upon every other occaſion on which it is uſed. 
As the reaſoning 1s valid and unexceptionable when 
it is ſaid, © That which is born of the fleſh is fleſh, 
and that which is born of the Spirit is ſpirit;” ſo 
it is valid and unexceptionable when we ſay, * That 
< which is the ſon of man is man, and that which is 
* the ſon of Gop is Gop.” Every one acknow- 
ledges, that in the fignification of the word Son ne- 

B 2 ceſlarily 


5 ( 4) 
ceflarily is implied ſubordination and ſubjection to 
the will of the father ; but, if what is implied in the 
word in one ifiſtance is acknowledged, why not in 
the other? If it is allowed that the word Son neceſ- 
farily implies fubordination to the father; and it 
certainly! in its fignificatiori does imply as much ; why 
is it not to be allowed to imply identity of nature, 
which it certainly does imply, and in a degree much 
ſtronger ? for, the identity of nature is of neceſſity, 
whereas the ſubordination is only by condition and 
circumſtance. I meddle not with the artificial gloſſes 
by which men endeavour to make the word Son not 
to ſignify in the terms Son of Gop” what it evi- 
dently does ſignify, if we are to be governed by the 
_ conſtant uſage of the word in every language under 
heaven: ſufficient is it to ſay, that Jesvs is abſo- 
lutely declared, in the New Teſtament, to be the 
Son of God ;. and that, in no one inſtance whatever, 
is there any where a fingle ſyllable added to it, when 
he is fo called, to qualify the terms, as if they 
were not to be interpreted in that ſenſe which ſo ob- 
viouſiy P to them. 


But if was is called the Son of Gop, and we 
are not miſtaken in our concluſion from it, that 
"therefore he is Gop, then will the Sacred Writings 
afford as clear evidence to the truth of this conclu- 
fion as they do to the truth of the conclufion that 
he is man becauſe he is the ſon of man. 'The Scrip- 
on” 92H tures 


- 


Its) 


- tures certainly do afford this evidence, as ſhall be 
exemplified. Matt. xi. 27. | 


All things are ered unto me of my Father: 
and no man knoweth the Son but the Father. 
neither knoweth any man the Father but the Son, 
* and he to whomſoever the Son ſhall reveal him.“ 


In this tranſlation 3 ſhould have been rendered 
#0 one, and the meaning of the word eπ＋αͥ—⁰ M, is 
not properly expreſſed. The Engliſh word knoweth 
is 2 very. indeterminate expreſſion, is applicable. 
to any merely perſonal, any partial, imperfe&, ; 
knowledge; but errymwexw fignifies an intimate de. 
terminate knowledge of the ſubject. Luke confirms, 
to us the truth of this interpretation ; for, recording FE 
the ſame thing as St. Matthew, his words are, 
* Ouderg ex Tig £519 0 blos et un 6 wr Hat Tl £510. 
ce W rp, &c. Luke x. 22. No one. knoweth 
«© who the Son is but the Father, and who the Fa- 
e ther is but the Son, and he to whom the Son ſhall 
« reveal him.” St. Luke uſes the word yowrxe: 
without the prepoſition, but, by ſubjoining 74 to it, - 
conveys as ſtrongly to us the ſame idea, as with the. 
prepoſition. 


This colin then, plainly and determinately de- 
<lares, that the Son of God is God ; for, he is as in- 
comprehenſible as the Father, being equally. un- 
known to every one as the Father is. 


3 3 His 


6 
His knowledge alſo is as the Father's; for, in 

whatever degree the Father knoweth the Son, in the 
ſame degree the Son knoweth the Father; a know- 

ledge which no other being hath, except the perſon 

to whom the Son ſhall be pleaſed td reveal him. St. 
John (x. 15.) records our Loxp's words thus > 
c As the Father knoweth me, even ſo know I the 
Father.“ So far therefore we are juſtified in our 

idea, that the Son of Gop is Gop, becauſe he is as 

incomprehenſible as Gop, and becauſe he hath that 

knowledge which pertaineth to Gop alone: and, as 
we know the ſon of man 1s man, becauſe he had the 

infirmities of man, ſo we know that the Son of Gop 

is Gop, becauſe he hath the excluſive perfections of 
Go. 


I am aware of the objection which will be urged, 
that the words preceding the paſſage under confide- 
ration intimate to us that he is inferior to God ; for, 
it is ſaid, *All things are delivered to me of my Fa- 
. | 


The weight of this objection is more in appearance 
than in reality. For, our Saviour had a double cha- 
rater to ſuſtain; he was to evidence to the world 
that he was the ſon of man, and that he was the Son 

of Gop; and therefore he was to take care, in his 
declarations, that the hearers ſhould not loſe fight 
of either character. Hence when he had ſaid © All 
$* things are delivered to me of my Father,” which 


might 


7 


EW. 
might imply inferiority to the Father, and which 
was true of him as he was the ſon of man, and alſo 
in reſpect of his filiation, he immediately ſubjoins 
what was declarative. of his being the Son of Gon, 
and of his participating in the Divine Nature with the 
Father. Thus, alſo, when he has ſaid any thing ex- 
preſſive only of his being the Son of Gop, and of 
his having the Divine Nature, he frequently ſubjoins 
ſomething to direct the attention to his being the 
ſon of man alſo. A moſt remarkable inſtance we 
have of this Matt. xxvi. 63, 64. ©* I adjure. thee 
* (faith the high prieſt) by the living Gop, that 
thou tell us, whether thou be the Cuxtsr, the 
„Son of Gop. Jxsvs ſaith unto him, Thou haſt 
4 ſaid. Nevertheleſs I ſay unto you, Hereafter ſhall 
« ye ſee the Son of Man ſitting on the right hand of 
© power, and coming in the clouds of heaven: 
where the attention 1s directed as well to his being 
the ſon of man as of his being the Son of Gop. At 
his transfiguration, a voice came from Heaven, 
which ſaid, This is my beloved Son, in whom I 
am well pleaſed.” The diſciples who were with 
him heard it; but, when he was come down from 
the mount, he directed their attention towards the ſuf. 
ferings which he was to undergo as the ſon of man. 
When Peter had confefled him, that he was the 
* Cur1sT the Son of the living God,” after having 
approved of his confeſſion, he, in like manner, ad- 
monithes them of the ſufferings he was to undergo 
at Jeruſalem, Matt. xvi, And fo in a variety of 
B 4 other 


12 


ther inſtances. The objection therefore above re- 


ferred to is of no manner of validity. Written it 


moſt certainly is, that No one knoweth the Son 


«but the Father; and that no one knoweth the Fa- 
& ther but the Son, and he to whom the Son ſhall 
5 reveal him.” And therefore, if we believe what 
is written to be a divine revelation, we muſt believe 


| that the Son of Godt is God ; becauſe it is here re- 
vealed, that he hath the perfections which belong to 
Gop alone, that is, he hath the knowledge of Gop, 


and 1s as incomprehenſible as Go. But let us pro- 
ceed. 


It is written, Matt. xviii. 18. © Verily I ſay unte 
< you, whatſoever ye ſhall bind upon earth ſhall be 
e bound in heaven; and whatſoever ye ſhall looſe 
« upon earth ſhall be looſed in heaven.” Theſe 
words are authoritative; and he that ſpake them 
muſt have uncontrolled power in heaven, otherwiſe 
they would be nugatory. Egaz Jede, & Tw Se, 
are terms altogether unconditional; they are the 
words of authority, ordaining what ſhall be in hea- 


ven. But what man, what angel, what being, of 


ever ſo exalted an order, can ordain what ſhall be in 
Heaven except God alone. But it is the Son of Gop 
that hath ordained 585 Uneretore the Son of Gor 
is Gov. | 


Again; it is written, Matt. x. 1. And, when he 


= had called unto him his twelve diſciples, he gave 
| them 


\ + 


(9 ) 


— unclean ſpirits, to caſt them 
« out, and to heal all manner of ſickneſs, and all 
“manner of diſeaſe. Here Jxsus gives a moſt ex- 
traordinary power to the Apoſtles, which it was im- 
poſſible he could have given them merely as he was 
the Son of Man. Man at that time had no poet 
over the ſpirits of the invifible world; ſodas by a 


derivation from himſelf to devolve it upon others. 


Jzsus had the power in himſelf, as the Son of Gop 
could not but have: he commanded evil ſpirits, and 
they obeyed him. What a word is this, (ſaid ths 


& Jews ;) for, with authority and power, he command- 


« eth the unclean W and * come out F. reg 
Iv. 36. * b 2: | SR 2555 


I Commiautiting power, and authority over the ſpi- 


rits, is the prerogative only of the Gop of Spirits, 


who alone hath the abſolute power of them, and 
who alone can communicate that power to others. 
But what faith the Son of Goo? He had ſent out 
ſeventy diſciples, to whom he had given power over 
the ſpirits, and they returned to him with joy, ſay- 
ing, Lokp, even the Devils are ſubjet# unto us 


ce through thy name. And he ſaid unto: them, I be. 


*© held Satan as lightning fall from heaven. Behold, 
I give unto you power to tread on ſerpents-and ſcor- 


<< pions, and over all the power of the enemy, and 


** nothing ſhall, by any means, hurt you. Notwith- 
** ſtanding, in this rejoice not, that the ſpirits (r 
© Jaiſuuovc, ſcil.) are ſubje& unto you,” &c. Here 

the power which our Lonn gives to his diſciples evi- 
| | dently 
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16206 4 
dently was his own. He doth not ſpeak in the lan- 
guage of the Apoſtles afterward, who diſclaimed 
baving reſtored the impotent man by their own power. 
But he claims the power as his own; and he exerts it as 
his own. Ide J, u Thy 6Z85100 : © Behold, I give 
jou the power.” The Son of Gop therefore is Gop, 
becauſe he exerciſeth the power, and diſpoſes of it 


as his own, which appertaineth to Gop only. To 


this properly may be ſubjoined what is recorded by 
St. Luke, xi. JEsus had been caſting out a devil, 
and it was dumb; and it came to paſs, when the 
devil was gone out, the dumb man ſpake. But ſome 
among thoſe who had been witneſſes of the miracle 
ſaid, that he caſt out devils by Beelzebub, the 
prince of the devils. In anſwer to which, after 
having ſhewn them the extreme abſurdity of ſuch a 
ſuppoſition, he tells them, that he caſt out devils 
with the finger of GoD, and that the kingdom of 
Gop was come upon them. Et & e SaxTuMy O ex- 
CanMuwnc N,]. If I by a Divine power, and not 
by exorciſing them in the name of Gop, as your 
fons do, caft out devils, &c. St. Matthew, xii. 28, 
in recording the ſame thing, expreſſeth himſelf thus; 


| Et de ee 6 WH. Os e ð N Sayer; If I 


« by a Divine ſpirit caſt out devils.” Theſe are 
ſtrange expreſſions for a perſon who was not Gop 
himſelf, ſignifying, as the context moſt ſtrongly 
evidences, that he caſt out devils, not by the inter- 
vention of any medium, but by his own direct power 


as Gor; e Sxxrvdcy O, tv WV AA Os, Perhaps 


-- 


it 


| SO 
it may be thought too bold a tranſlation to render 
theſe latter words with the breath of Gop; but the 
manner in which Jzsvs did caſt out devils ſeems to 
| juſtify it; for, he caſt them out with a word ſpeak- 
ing: efiCakt TH WVEVLATHR Noyes 


Matt. ix. Jzs8us had faid to the Paralytic, “ Son, 
& be of good cheer, thy fins are forgiven thee ;” but 
the Scribes were offended at it, and ſaid, this man 
blaſphemeth. St. Mark and St. Luke give us the 
reaſon why they charged him with blaſphemy for 
having ſo ſpoxen. Who hath power (rig dur.) 
to forgive ſins but Gop only, <1 «5 d Oeog? St. 
Luke's words are, «py H O. The charge was 
certainly ſtrong : for, who but one, who but Go 


alone, can forgive ſins; and therefore whoever arro- 
"X gated it to himſelf could not but be guilty of blaſ- 
phemy. From this charge how doth our Loxp ex- 


culpate himſelf; Doth he tell them that they inter- 
preted his words in too ſtrict a ſenſe, or that he 
himſelf had ſpoken in too unguarded a manner ? 
No; nothing of the kind. Doth he tell them that 
he did not aſſume to himſelf to be the Gop that 
forgiveth fins? or that he had only a delegated au- 
thority to forgive fins? No; quite the contrary. In 
anſwer to their charge, he telleth them that they 
reaſoned wickedly, Iva v vpris Tichoyitenls ove ev 
reg 1%01cu5 uw) that the power he laid claim to, 
and exerciſed, was his own; that-he had the power 
of forgiving fins, and therefore was not guilty of 

| * 
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the blaſphemy wherewith they charged him. Whe- 
ther is it eaſier, ſaith he, whether hath it leſs of diffi- 
culty in it to ſay, Thy ſins are forgiven thee? or to 
ſay, Arife, and walk? The accompliſhment of the 
one was as truly in his power as the other.- Then he 
adds, But, that ye may know that the Son of Man 
«hath power upon earth to forgive fins, (:Zg51a» 
& exc, hath a right, a proper, authority, to forgive 
5 ſins *,) he ſaith to the Paralytic, I ſay unto thee» 
« Ariſe, and take up thy bed, and go into thine 
„ houſe.” Here our Lox is fo far from retracting 


_ what he had faid, that he affirms it only ſo much 
the more ſtrongly; and, to conyince them that he 


had the power of . forgiving fins, he performs the 
miracle already mentioned. He does not at all deny 
that it was the prerogative of Gop alone to forgive 


| fins, which moſt aſſuredly he would have done, had 
he known that the prerogative was not confined to 
Gop,only, and that he himſelf merely as man had 


the ſame prerogative; but, inſtead. thereof, tacitly 
acknowledging the truth of their ſuggeſtion ; all that 
he inſiſts upon is, chat he himſelf had the power of 
forgiving ſins, of which they might take the miracle 
he wrought upon the Paralytic as a ſufficient proof. 


The. inference which they might have drawn 


hence was neceſſary and natural: That, fince Jesvs 


* That is, that ye may know that I, the Son of Man, and 
whom ye view and conſider merely as a man, have that power, 
which belongeth to Gop only, of forgiving ſins, 


did, 
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did, by his own proper authority, forgive ſins, and 
it was Gop only who could forgive fins, therefore 
Jesuvs was Gop. But, whatever inference the Jews 
might and ought to have drawn from it, the refe- 
rence to Chriſtians is clear and unavoidable. IEsus 
did claim a power which belongs to Gop only, and 
by a miracle juſtified the truth of his claim, and, 
when charged with blaſphemy by the Jews, ſtill per- 
ſiſted in his claim. The inference therefore can be 
no other than what is already mentioned, if there is 
any faith in the deductions of language and reaſon. 


St. John, in the beginning of his Goſpel, in con- 
ſequence of what he had written concerning the No- 
Vos, tells us, that the word was made fleſh, and 
% dwelt among us, (and we beheld his glory, the 
„glory as of the only-begotten of the Father,) full 


3 * of grace and truth;” hereby plainly . confining 


what he had ſaid concerning the Aoys; to JESus 
Cunisr. Let us attend then to the Holy Evange- 
liſt. In the beginning (faith he) was the Word, 
* and the Word was with Gop, and the Word was 
* God.” If theſe words are taken according to their 
plain obvious ſignification, nothing can more plainly 


=_— teſtify that JesUs CurisT, the. only-begotten Son 


of the Father, is GoD, and that he exiſted from all 
eternity. But it ſeems, the Socinians, or, as they 
chuſe to call themſelves, the Unitarians, ſay, that 
the words e apxy do not ſignify, from all eternity, 
but in the beginning of the Goſpel Diſpenſation; and the 
Arians, 
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Arians, I believe, interpret them to 50 in ibe 
beginning of time: but St. John doth not ſay this nor 
any thing elſe which could lead them to put ſuch an 
interpretation upon his words; he faith abſolutely, 
Ev & xy 1» 0 Aoyos, and what e apyy ſignifies let Cice- 
ro explain for me. Quod ſemper movetur eternum eſt, 
Sc. quinetiam cateris que moventur hic fons hoc prin- 
cipium eſt movendi principii; autem nulla eſt origo, nam e 
principio oriuntur omnia. Tuſc. Queſt. lib. 1. 23. 
Such objectors quarrel with the wiſdom of all the 
world, and of all ages; for, this was not the doctrine 
merely of Cicero, but adopted by him from ages 
long prior to himſelf. In principio, or e c, muſt 
ſignify from all eternity, if ancient authority, or, in- 


deed, if common ſenſe, has any influence over us; 


becauſe e principio oriuntur omnia: and as St. John 
ſays, expreſſly and abſolutely, that the Word exiſted 
in principio, therefore neither the Socinian nor the 


Arian interpretations are at all admiſſible; for, the 


Evangeliſt teacheth us, that the Word exiſted from 
all eternity with Gop, e apyxy ny, — M pg 70y 
Geo: He was, or exiſted, in the beginning; and he 
exiſted with GoD, mpog Toy coy, in unity with Gop, 
and therefore was God ; for, Osog yy o Aoyog, Here 
ingenuity, in endeavouring to ſuggeſt ſomething 
which may militate againſt the aſſertion of the Evan- 
geliſt, that the Word was Gop, hath made a diſco- 
very that the word Oro; is without the article, and, 
of courſe, whatever of divinity is implied in it, 1t 1s 
a divinity inferior to the Godhead of the Father. 

This, 


88 
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This, it muſt be owned, is a moſt curious s diſcovery; 
and has ſet many a man hunting for ſome paſſage in 
the New Teſtament wherein the article is added to 
Ocog, when the word is applied to Jesus CHRIST: 
a moſt unneceſſary employment, as the Arians' 
diſcovery, if we may fo ſpeak without offence, pro- 
ceeds from a miſtake in not underſtanding the 
Evangeliſt's words. The article ſeems to be omitted 
deſignedly by St. John; for, had he inſerted - it, it 


; might have been interpreted as if the Aoyog alone was 
the Godhead, which was the fartheſt imaginable 
from his intention. It is not omitted in diminu- 


tion of the Divinity of the Aoyo;, or to impreſs us 
with a notion as if he was an inferior God; but to. 
prevent us from imagining that the Supreme Gop 
was the Aoyog excluſively. The Supreme Gop is 
the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghoſt, S rog 
£51» 6 Q:0;, and therefore the article ſeems very pro- 
perly to be omitted when St. John ſays x: ©:o; yy 5 
N;. However, the uſe or the omiſſion of the 
article does not feem to be of any conſequence ſuffi- 
cient to found an argument upon either the one way 
or the other. 


The objection of the latter Platoniſts, and of the 
Socinians from them, that St. John's ee is ſtolen 
from Plato, hardly deſerves any notice. What Plato 
ſays on this ſubje& is confuſed and unſatisfactory. 
He borrowed the idea when he was in Egypt, and, 
moſt probably, obtained it by convetling with the 
I Jews 
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Jews there ; for, Egypt in his time was the mart of 
ſcience; and, returning thence, fraught with a 
very imperfe& comprehenſion of this ſubje&, he 
mixed it up with his own notions ; ſo that his A 
is a principle, or a prolation, or I know not what. 
Amelius, the Platonic philoſopher, on reading St. 


John's Goſpel, we are told, exclaimed, © This bar- 


ce barian hath transferred to himſelf the myſteries of 
< Plato with regard to the Word:” and very pro- 
bably he did exclaim thus; for, being unacquainted 
with the Jewiſh doctrines and the writings of Mo- 
ſes, and Plato having very carefully concealed from 
his countrymen 'the ſource whence he derived 
lis conceit of the Aoyos, it was natural for him to 


exclaim by his Jupiter, that St. John had ftolen his. 


maſter's myſteries : but with whatÞropriety the diſ- 
ciples of Socinus can concur with Amelius, in object- 
ing to St. John, will not be eaſy to determine, unleſs 
we ſuppoſe them to be as ignorant of the Scriptures 
as Amelius was. And, in like manner as they ſay 
the doctrine of the Aoyog is derived from Plato, fo 
alſo they pretend, that the doctrine of the Trinity is 
derived from him likewiſe. But where does Plato 
uſe the term Tpoxg. Clemens Alexandrinus, who was 
pretty well acquainted with the writings of Plato and 
with the Platoniſts, tells us quite a different ſtory, 
and that Plato only gives intimations as if he had 
ſome notion of the doctrine of the Trinity; for, after 
having referred to what he ſays, ev Ty wpog Epagov xa 


20p10x0 eig o¹ and moreover to what he ſays in his 


Timaus, 
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Timæus, Ou ag eywys tExxw 1 T0) dio rde 
paula; but, at the ſame time, he informs us, 
that Plato had his notion from the Hebrew Scrip- 
tures, ovx os olg EN Tw) Ep VYEUPWY EpPoAivuy : 
ſo that, in his opinion, the doctrine of the Trinity 
was much more antient than Plato; and, conſe- 
quently, Plato could not have been the origin of it 
to the Chriſtians, who were acquainted with, and 
underſtood, theſe Hebrew writings infinitely better 
than ever Plato did. (Vid. Clem. Alexandrin. Strom. 
lib. v. p. 436. Sylburg,) 8 


Clemens Alexandrinus is repreſented by hiſtorians | 


as having flouriſhed about the year 194, and as 


having written, if I miſtake not, his Stromata, the 


following year. He was acquainted with, and had 


received inſtructions from, thoſe who had ſeen and - 


heard the Apoſtles themſelves ; and therefore his 
mentioning the r &yiov Trad, in the manner al- 


ready recited, affords a very ſtrong preſumption, 
that the doctrine of the Trinity was the doctrine of 


the Apoſtolic age. Novel it could not have been at 


the time when he wrote; for, he mentions it as a 
doctrine generally known and received : and, from 
Plato, or the Platoniſts, it could not have been de- 
rived; for, their knowledge did not extend fo far. 


That the Platonifts wiſhed to repreſent their 
maſter's opinions, concerning the Deity, as coin- 


ciding, as nearly as poſſible, with the doctrine of 


E \ the 
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the Chriſtians, is, I believe, unqueſtionable; and, on 


this account it is, that Clemens wiſhes his reader to 
interpret what he refers to, from Plato, as giving 
ſome intimation of the doctrine of the Trinity; a 
doctrine which he himſelf ſuppoſes to have been 
more antient than Chriſtianity; for, Plato he ſug- 
geſts to have obtained his knowledge of it from He- 
brew writings, prior to the promulgation of the 
Goſpel. And, as this is the caſe, what ſhall we ſay 
to thoſe modern writers, who would perſuade us, 
that the doctrine of the Trinity was unknown to the 
primitive Chriſtians? If it was not adopted by them, 
they, nevertheleſs, muſt have known the doctrine, 
becauſe it was a current doctrine in their own times, 
and prior to them; and, if they knew the doctrine, 
and did not approve of it, doubtleſs they would have 
oppoſed it with their utmoſt ſtrength, and would 
have been moſt guardedly cautious in all their ex- 
preſſions, leſt any thing ſhould have fallen from 
them, which might ſeem to give countenance to a 
doctrine. which they diſcovered: but, where, either 
in the New Teſtament, or in the writings of the pri- 
mitive Chriſtians, 1s there a ſyllable to be found in 
condemnation of the doctrine of the Trinity? If any 
ſuch there is, let it be produced; but, if there be 
none ſuch, as aſſuredly there is none, let us not be 
afraid to adopt a doctrine, which, although current 
in their days, has not been condemned by our Lox», 
or by his Apoftles. I have mentioned this only by 
the way, but, as well n, the attention of thoſe 
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who, with ſo much illiberality, abuſe the Chriſtian 
doctrine of the Trinity, and the Chriſtians who 
maintain it. Let us now return. 


If Plato was not the origin of the doctrine of the 
Trinity to the Chriſtians, Plato and his philoſophi- 
cal interpreters were the origin of Arianiſm. Arius 
was himſelf a preſbyter of Alexandria; and at Alex- 
andria was the ſchool whenee all the moſt celebrated 
Platoniſts proceeded. With their writings he was 
perfectly well acquainted; and, probably, not ap- 
proving of their and Plato's principle, which had a 
direct tendency to the introduction again of a mul- 
tiplicity of Gods into the world, he thought he 
would ſteer a middle courſe between their opinions 
and the principle of the Chriſtians. 'The principle 

of the Chriſtians was, that there were three equal 
perſons in the Divine unity : that of the Platoniſts 
was, that there were three divine principles, differing 
in nature from each other, 'which- they called, the 
Father; the Word, or Novg; and Yuyy rov Koopov, 
the Soul of the World. Some of them even ſtopped 
ſhort of this, and conceived the Aoyog not to have a 
diſtinct exiſtence, but, to be the wiſdom, the in- 
telligence, of the Father, as if he exifted only in 
idea; whence proceeded the error of thoſe heretics 
who maintained, that CHRIST the Word was eg 
Yoro;, Differing in opinion from theſe, and not 
willing either to concur in the introduction of poly- 
theiſm 1 into the world, or to affirm that CHRIST was 


Es: : a a mere 
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4 mere man, Arius taught that CuzisT was Gon 
as well as man; that in ſubſtance he was *Opucouo og, 
hike unto the Father, and that he was begotten of 
him, but inferior, and ſubje& to his will. Here, 


then, how, in fact, does Arius differ from the Pla- 


toniſts? Nay ; how does he differ from the general 
principle of the Heathens, with their Dii Mijores && 
Minores? If CRRIST was Gop, as Arius acknow- 
ledges, and, if he was inferior, and ſubje& to the 
will of Gop, as he maintains likewiſe, then muſt 
CHRIST have been ſubject, and inferior to himſelf ; 
for, there 1s no medium between what is, and what 
is not, God. By the word Gop, we underſtand 
the firſt ſupreme, eternal, unſubjected, cauſe of all 
exiſtence :. and this Chriſt is, if he is Gop; but, if 


he is, in his ſubſtance, inferior to Gop, and is 


Gop in ſubſtance himſelf, then is he inferior to 
himſelf; which is nonſenſe, on a ſuppoſition that. 
there is but one Gop : but, if the Arians ſuppoſe 
that CHRIST is an inferior Gop, then how, in this 
reſpect, does Arianiſm differ from the Polytheiſm 
of the Heathens? If CHRIST is Gop, as the Arians 
acknowledge; and if he is inferior to God, as they 
maintain likewiſe; then are there more Gods than 
one: there is a Major and a Minor God ; and, con- 
ſequently, the Arian differs nothing from the Hea- 
then. The doctrine of Arianiſm is the Monſtrum, 
and not the doctrine of the Trinity. The doctrine 


of the Trinity is an uniform, conſiſtent, doctrine; 


and, when it aſcribes Divinity to the Sox and the 
5» | _ Horr 


5 

Hor Gnosr, aſcribes it in ſuch a manner as by 
no means to impeach the unity of the Godhead. It 
is grounded on Divine revelation; it defends itſelf 
by no other arguments and proofs, but ſuch as reve- 
lation affords; nor ever owed its origin to philoſo- 
phy, falſely ſo called, or the bewildered diſputations 
of an Alexandrian ſchool. Its baſis 1s the Scripture, 
and the Scripture alone; and, unſupported by that, 
it has no other reſource. But, what is the . reſource 
of the Arians ? Not the Scripture ; but vain reaſon- 
ings of their own, the idle ſophiſtry of perverſe 
minds, puffed up with the imaginary knowledge of 
things which lie infinitely beyond their reach. The 
Mahometan, and the Socinian, are much more con- 
ſiſtent in their falſe theories than the Arian. The 
former acknowledges one only Gop, and that he 
has no ſon, nor partner. He acknowledges that 
Crtx1sT was born of a Virgin, and that he had a 
pre- exiſtence, but holds the Chriſtian in abhorrence. 
The Socinian profeſſes, that there is one Gop only; 
he faith that CHRIST was a mere man; he rejecteth 
what St. Matthew and St. Luke have ſaid concern- 
ing him; and denies that CHRIST had any pre- 


exiſtence; but, withal, profeſſes himſelf to be a 
Chriſtian. | 


Arius profeſſes to believe, that there is one Gop 
only, who is the Father; that he has a Son, who is 
Jzsvs CHRTSTHNH; that Jesvs is of a ſubſtance: like 
unto the Father; and that he is Gob. The incon- 
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ſiſtency of this needs not be pointed out; it is evi- 
dent; for, if he is Gop, and not of the ſame ſub- 
ſtance with the Father, then is he Gos, diſtin& 
from the Father; conſequently, there are two 
diſtinct Gods: and yet the Arians profeſs to believe, 
that here is one God only, in direct oppoſition to 
their own profeſſion, that there are two Gods, of 
ſubſtances diſtinct from each other. It is not at all 
improbable, that theſe abſurd and contradictory te- 
nets of the Arians gave birth to the errors of Soci- 
nus; errors with which at preſent the minds of too 


many are bewildered; and, therefore, perhaps, it 


may not be amiſs to ſubjoin a word or two concern- 


ing them. 


From whatever ſource the errors of Socinus were 
derived, the modern Sccinians have opened for 
themſelves a fountain of very great antiquity. No 
longer characterizing themſelves by the title of their 
founder and Ke#yyyrys,, they have renounced the 
name of Socinus, and chuſe to be diſtinguiſhed as 
Unitarians, being equally adverſe to the Arians as to 
the Catholic Chriſtians. Their origin, as they chuſe 
to inform us, is from one Ebion, in the Apoſtolic 
age, who, with his followers, maintained, that Jz- 


sus CARIS＋ had no exiſtence prior to his birth of 


Mary the wife of Joſeph; and, in order to ſupport 
their aſſertion the better, as they received the Goſ- 


pel of St. Matthew, which was point-blank againſt 


them, they rejected the three firſt chapters of it. 
| Here, 
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Here, then, we are to enquire who this Ebjon was. 
Moft probably no ſuch perſon ever exiſted, unleſs it 


was Cerinthus himſelf; for, Ebion 1s not a proper 
name, but a name of diſgrace, which the firſt. 


Chriſtians affixed to the original perverters and cor- 
rupters of the Goſpel. The name is very well ex- 


plained in the interpolated Epiſtle of Ignatius to the 


Philadelphians. Ey Ti Ne jv ev Qzov, opuonroyy Gs 
xo Reegov Tyrovy, UN oy de a οονν 0 eU You Toy Ku- 
pov, ouxy Ocov pore, &c. £51y 0 roiobrog Weng THY d- 
&vooy, we eM ννj,¾0NEGαν. Such an one labours 
under a poverty of underſtanding, as the ſurname 
Ebion ſignifies. In a note on this paſſage is given 
an extract from Euſebius, confirming the trtith of 
what is there ſaid, with regard to the ſignification of 
the word Ebion; and, as the epiſtle 1s ſaid to have 
been interpolated long after the time of Euſebius, the 
interpretation, very probably, was borrowed from 
Euſebius. The words are, Tov E&uuy ovouarog Tnv vg 
dic y010%5 N OuTWY v ro p ν , T&UTH YOpe MIKANY 
6 a]wxos wap Ebpouois ovopatragi, Ebionis nomine 
paupertatem mentis eorum denotante, fic enim pauper 
apud Hebreos nominari ſolet. (Euſeb, 1. 3. Hiſt. Ecc. 
Nep. x.) Hence, then, it appears, that Ebion was 
a name applicable to any of the infatuated corrupters 
of Chriſtianity ; and, therefore, we may conclude, 
(however ſome of the Fathers ſpeak, as if there really 


had exiſted ſuch a perſon as Ebion, ) yet, that the 


name never was the perſonal name of any particular 
man, but was only characteriſtic and applicable to 


Ss - any 


a 


(44) 
any who was Tv; $:0y00y, Hence, Epiphanius calls 
Cerinthus Ebion. We are told by Irenæus, (1. iii. c. 
3.) that there were perſons living in his time, who 
had heard Polycarp relate the following circumſtance 
of St. John, at a bath at Epheſus : his words are 
theſe : Itedyvns 6 rov Kuptov paehyrrs & Th Eerw wope- 
heig Neve et, Ko iy erw Kyewfov eEnhoto mov [Cako- 
y240U pay AQUT apeVogy, GAA. Emu, C U ? pil Hou 20 
(BaXravuo! g vuν £v9ov ore Kuenοοαð rov Tys .onferng 
Exbeov. Epiphanius, relating this very ſame cir- 
cumſtance, calls Cerinthus Ebion, (Contra Hezref. 
30.) that is, whereas Irenæus ſays, it was Cerinthus 
who was the enemy of truth, and on whoſe account 
St. John quitted the bath, leſt he ſhould periſh in 
the ruin of it with-the Herefiarch, Epiphanius ſays, 
it was Ebion. Here, then, Epiphanius muſt either, 
by miſtake, have written Ebion inſtead of Cerinthus, 
or he muſt deſignedly have uſed Ebion as characte- 
riſtic of Cęrinthus; or, at the time when the affair 
happened, Ebion muſt have been in the bath toge- 
ther with Cerinthus. This laſt, although the ſug- 
geſtion of a very learned man, ſeems to be wholly 
inadmiſſible; as, doubtleſs, Irenæus would have 
mentioned it, had it been the truth: but, what Ire- 
næeus ſays, is wholly confined to Cerinthus, without 
even a hint at afiy other perſon; and, therefore, we 
may certainly conclude, that the Tov 7145 νεν²K¼ exo 
for, was Cerinthus alone. 


| Equally 


3 


Equally alſo inadmiſſible does it ſeem to be, that 
Epiphanius ſhould have written by miſtake Ebion in- 
ſtead of Cerinthus; for, the whole ſtory was derived 
from Irenæus; and of Ebion he does not mention a 
ſingle ſyllable; therefore, it is very improbable, 
that Epiphanius, in retailing a ſtory from Irenæus, 
ſhould be guilty of ſo very extraordinary a blunder 
as this, that he ſhould tell of Ebion, whom Irenæus 
never once mentions, what, in plain, unequivocal 
terms, is told of Cerinthus alone. Euſebius relates 
the ſame ſtory, but relates it of Cerinthus, (lib. iii. 
Eccleſ. Hiſt.) and, if I miſtake not, never once 
in his Ecclefiaſtical Hiſtory mentions Ebion as the 
proper appellative name of a perſon. It ſeems, 
therefore, hardly poſſible, that Epiphanius ſhould 
have fallen into ſo palpable a miſtake, in a matter 
wherein he could not but have been certainly in- 
formed, both from Irenæus and Euſebius. Conſe- 
quently, the concluſion is, that he did not uſe the 
word Ebion through miſtake, but by deſign, as cha- 
racteriſtic of Cerinthus, thinking it more proper, 
perhaps, to deſcribe ſo vile a corrupter of Chriſtia- 
nity by a name of diſgrace, rather than by his own 
proper name, well knowing, at the ſame time, that 
he could not hereby impoſe upon, or miſlead, his 
reader; becauſe, the original author of the ſtory, 
Irenæus, ſays expreflly, that it was Cerinthus who 
was in the bath; and, becauſe Euſebius, whoſe Ec - 
cleſiaſtical Hiſtory was written not many years before 
Epiphanius, and whoſe hiſtory was in the hands f 
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( 26 ) 
every one, as expreſſly ſays the ſame. The reſult, 


then, of what has been faid 1s, that there never ex- 


iſted, in the apoſtolic age, any perſon, the father of 
the Ebionites, whoſe perſonal and proper name was 


Ebion; and, conſequently, that the firſt father in 


the Socinian pedigree was a nonentity. The Soci- 
nians, therefore, need not exult and triumph, be- 
cauſe, Irenæus has no where called Ebion an here- 
tic; he never mentions him at all, and, of courſe, 
could not call him heretic; and he never mentions 
him, becauſe no ſuch perſon ever exiſted. The 
Ebionites, indeed, he mentions, and plainly enough, 
as heretics; but Ebion he never mentions once. But, 
if no ſuch perſon as Ebion ever exiſted, whence did 
the Ebionites obtain that name? and, why were 
they ſo called? They were ſo called dic ThY 11; dia- 
yoo ,, and not from the name of any pre- 
ceding hereſiarch. In one reſpect they differed in 
principle from Cerinthus ; but, in what reſpected our 
bleſſed Loxp, they concurred entirely with him, 
and with Carpocrates, They rejected the writings 
of St. Paul, and called him an apoſtate. Circumci. 
duntur (faith Irenæus) ac perſeverant in his conſuetu- 
dinibus qua ſunt ſecundum legem, & Judaico charaftere 
vitæ, uti & Hicroſolymam adorent quaſi domus fit Dei. 
From this account of them, they appear to haye 
been a mongrel kind of people, a compound of Ju- 
daiſm, and the corruptions which Cerinthus and 
Carpocrates had introduced into Chriſtianity ; and, 
TR; moſt juſtly entitled to the appellation of 
Ebionites, 


( 27 ) 


Ebionites, as being a moſt abſurd and inſenſate peo- 
ple. Very probably, when the Chriſtians were 
warned to retire from Jeruſalem prior to its deſtrue- 
tion, and ſettled at Pella, theſe men followed them 
thither ; and, thus, like the mixed multitude which 
accompanied the Iſraelites when they went up out of 
Egypt, became a ſnare to many weak Chriſtians, 
and perverted them from the {ſimplicity which is in 
Jzsvs CnrisT, If a conjecture may be hazarded 
in a matter where any abſolute certainty is not to be 
expected, the Ebionites were Jews of the ſect of the 
Phariſces, who, being moſt pertinaciouſly attached 
to the ceremonial and traditional part of their reli- 
gion, blended together with it ſuch portions of the 
Chriſtian doctrine as ſhould not prove deſtructive of 
it, and thus became what the Socipians inadvertently 
call them, Fewi/h Chriſtians. If this conjecture has 
any foundation in truth, it accounts for their invete- 
rate animoſity againſt St. Paul, who, having been a 
Phariſee himſelf, they inveighed againſt him as an 
apoſtate, for having deſerted their Phariſaical tenets, 
and for having ſo ſtrenuouſly inſiſted upon it, that 
it was not neceſſary for the converts to Chriſtianity | 
to be circumciſed, and to keep the law of Moſes : 
nay, and who had ſo peremptorily written in his 
Epiſtle to the Galatians, chap. v. Behold, I Paul 
** {ay unto you, that, if ye be circumciſed, CHRIS 
5 ſhall profit you nothing. For, I teſtify again to 
every man that is circumciſed, that he is a debtor 
** to do the whale law,” And it is farther remarka- 

ble, 


„ 
ble, that the opinion of the neceſſity of circumciſion, 
and of keeping the law of Moſes, had its origin from 
among the Phariſees. It ſeems, certain men had 
come down from Judea to Antioch, endeavouring to 
perſuade the brethren, that, except they were cir- 
cumciſed after the manner of Moſes, they could not 
be ſaved; which, when it had” occafioned a great 
deal of diſſenſion among them, it was determined to 
fend Paul and Barnabas to the Apoſtles at Jeruſalem, 
to enquire, whether it really was neceſſary or not. 
The Apoſtles and Elders, with the Church, being 
aſſembled upon this occaſion, ** there roſe up (Acts 
* xv.) certain of the ſ of the Phariſees which be. 
« ieved, ſaying, that it was needful to circumciſe 
& them, and to command them to keep the law of 
% Moſes.” The Apoſtles, however, determined 
otherwiſe, and appointed Paul and Barnabas, with 
others, to. carry their decree to Antioch. Hence, 
then, it appears to be very certain, that the Ebioni- 
tiſh doctrine, of the neceſſity of keeping the law of 
Moſes, had its origin from the ſect of the Phariſees ; 
and, therefore, we may reaſonably conclude, that 
the Ebionites had belonged to that ſect. St. Jude's 
Ejpiſtle, which is thought to have been written par- 
ticularly againſt the Ebionites, to Chriſtians in gene- 
ral, ſeems to confirm us in this opinion, when he 
ſays of them, Ovra e cuxrobiopcovres ècæbrorg, 
& Theſe be they who ſeparate themſelves ;” the word 
Pbariſee ſignifying a ſeparatiſt, from the Hebrew 
, ſeparo. But, whatever may become of this 
con- 


( 29 ) 

conjecture concerning the Ebionites having been 
originally Phariſees, certain it is, that they were 
vile corrupters of Chriſtianity ; and that they were 
held in abhorrence by the primitive Chriſtians on 
account of their evil principles, in turning the grace 
of God into all the licentiouſneſs of ſin; and, in 
denying roy povoy 6:07 071y, . O:oy xou Kuptov I Inoouv 
Xagoy, Whatever, therefore, may be derived from 
this anceſtry of the modern Socinians, they are fin- 
gularly and fully entitled to it all; and if they think 
that there is any acceſſion of authority to their opi- 
nions obtained thence, by all means let them tri- 
umph in it: but, they ſhould conſider, that it is 
the authority of men, who were the peſts of, and a 
diſgrace to, Chriſtianity; of men unknown to the 
world, but by the foaming out of their own ſhame, 
and who carry in their front a name which attaches 
diſgrace to themſelves, and to their opinions. But 
let us return from where we have digreſſed. 


After St. John has ſaid, that the Word was Gop, 
he adds, in order to obviate any ſuggeſtion that Di- 
vinity was beſtowed upon him as a donation, ovrog 4y 
& apy Te TOY Oe This fame perſon was in the 
beginning with Gop; that is, „was in the unity of 
* the Godhead.” Hence, ** all things were made 
* by him, and without him was not any thing made 
that was made.” All which, if it doth not ſig- 
nify, that he was God from all eternity, then lan- 
guage hath no power of communicating any meaning 
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to us. Again; He was in the world, and the 
world was made by him, and the world knew him 
„not. He came to his own (i. e. to the Jews who 
were the people of Gon, and, therefore, his own,) 
& and his own received him not; but, as many as 


© received him, to them gave he power (a right) 


* to become the ſons of Gop,” as it is in our tranſ- 
lation, but, more properly, it is children of Gop, 
ren ve O:ov; that is, by adoption. Now it is a moſt 
certain truth, that no one can give a thing which he 
has not; no one can give a right to you to become 
an adopted child, but the perſon who adopts you; 
and, if JESUS CHRIST gives a right to any to become 
the children of Gop, it is becauſe he is Gop him- 
ſelf; for, otherwiſe, he gives a right which belongs 
to another, and which he has not himſelf to give. 
But, you ſay, he gives by delegation, by, commiſ- 
ſion. If St. John had faid it, I ſhould think ſo too; 
but St. John ſays no ſuch thing ; and, until he does, 
the argument muſt ſtand good, that JESUS CHRIST 
is Gop, becauſe he gives to others e£ovoiay rexva 
Geo yi:obar. How far, however, he may be ſaid 
to give by commiſſion will be ſeen hereafter, when 
this matter will be more particularly noticed. 


John v. Jzsvs had ſaid, My Father worketh 
ce hitherto, and I work.” On this account the Evan- 
geliſt tells us, the Jews ſought to kill him, becauſe 
he called Gop his Father, and made himſelf equal 
with Gop, wars dl e Toy Ocov, 190) ebe 

| TT luv 
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mow! Tr Ozw. As the Jews, who heard him, inter- 
preted his calling Gop his own proper Father, to be 
a making himſelf equal with Gop, ſo alfo muſt we; 
and the queſtion will be, Did the Jews herein, or 
do we, mifinterpret him? For, if, in calling Gon 
wre 80, he did not mean to make himſelf equal 
with Gop, he never would have ſuffered the 
Jews to have remained under fo great a miſappre- 
henſion of his words, and, in conſequence, would 
have anſwered them in ſuch a manner as to have re- 
moved their error, Let us ſee, then, how he does 
anſwer them. | | 


Then anſwered Jzsvs, and ſaid unto them; 
« Verily, verily, I ſay unto you, the Son can do 
66 nothing of himſelf, but what he ſeeth the Father 
© do; for, whatſoever he doeth, thoſe alſo doeth 
« the Son likewiſe ; for, the Father loveth the Son, 
and ſheweth him all things that himſelf doeth.” 


This is a part of our LoRp's anſwer to the Jews, 
and is by ſome conceived to be full in proof, that 
he did not mean to call himſelf equal with Gop, 
and that he is not Gop; for, the Son can do nothing 
of himſelf, which, if he was Gop, would not be 
true; for, as he can do nothing of himſelf, there- 
fore he is not Gop. This concluſion is too haſtily 
conceived, and proceeds, probably, from a Pare, 
rn of the premiſes. 
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For, the Jews, imagining that our Saviour had, 


in proper terms, made himſelf to be Gop, by call- 
ing Gop his own proper Father, received the doc- 


trine with the higheſt degree of indignation, as con- 
ceiving that it militated againſt their firſt and great 


commandment, that they ſhould acknowledge only 


one God ; and, therefore, they ſought to kill him, 
for advancing what to them appeared to be ſuch 
blaſphemous doctrine. Here, then, the objection 
of the Jews to what our Lokp had ſaid to them ma- 
nifeſtly was, that his doctrine was the aſſertion of 
more Gods than one. The anſwer, therefore, re- 
quired to ſuch an objection was, either that he did 


not make himſelf equal with Gop; or, that his 


making himſelf equal with Gop, did not militate 


againſt the unity of Gop. That he did not anſwer 


them by a formal renunciation of an equality with 
God is moſt certain, and needs no proof; and that 
he did anſwer them by ſhewing that his equality 
with Gop, as being the Son of Gop, did not mili- 


tate againſt the unity of Gop, it is hoped will be 
ſufficiently proved by what follows. 


But, firſt, let me premiſe, and recommend to 
the very particular attention of the reader, that he 
bear conſtantly in his mind the implied ſignification 
of the words Son of Gov. That, as the words imply 
a neceſſary participation Th the Divine Nature; ſo, 
alſo, do they as neceſſarily imply a ſubordination, 
ſubjection, and a compliance with the will of the 

Father ; 


6380 
Father; which ſubjection or compliance is no more 
any impeachment of the Son of Gop's Divine Na- 
ture, than the ſubjection and compliance of a Hu- 
man Son with the will of his Father is any impeach- 
ment of his Human Nature: for, notwithſtanding 
the compliance and ſubjection, he will be as truly 
God in nature in the one inſtance, as he is man in 
nature in the other. And this being attended to, it 
will ſerve to obvite and to remove thoſe difficulties 
with which the minds of many have been perplexed 
who have conceited, that the inferiority, neceſſarily 
appertaining and applied to the condition of a ſon, 
extends to, and neceſſarily implies, an inferiority in 
nature; which, we all know, moſt certainly, neither 
is, nor can be, true: for, be the ſubjection what it 
will, the ſon of a man will be in his nature as truly 
a man, and to the full extent and meaſure of hu- 
manity as the father is, ſo that the inferiority is 
merely an inferiority, and not of nature; and hence 
the full and perfect Divinity of the Son of Gop will 
be perfectly compatible with all that is ſpoken of 
him as a Son in Scripture, and as acting under the 
delegation and commiſſion of the Father. 


The Son, it is ſaid, can do nothing of himſelf, i. 
e. ſeorſum a patre : therefore, the Son's equality with 
Gov did not militate againſt the unity of Gop. As 
a ſeparate, independent Com, which the Jews ſup- 
poſed he aſſerted himſelf to be, he might have acted 
from himſelf alone; but this he Aa He 4s 
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| Gov in unity with the Father. He can do nothing 
of himſelf, but what he ſeeth the Father do. The 
Greek here is more expreſſive than our Engliſh: 
tranſlation : Ou du 0 big 7701419 wh Et TU Ou3ey Boy: 
pun r (GNemrel TOv TTXTLR WO0108 VIE df typ OV He wolte. 
rar M 0 bog ö ¹%’ỹ et’. The Son can do no- 
« thing of himſelf, but what he ſeeth the Father 
© DOING.” So that the Son is a concurrent action 
with the Father, and at the ſame inſtant; for, what- 
ſoever the Father doeth, the ſame alſo doeth the 
Son, ò o, in the very fame degree, in the ſame. 
inſtant, and with the ſame divine power. Therefore 
Jz8vs did not ſet himſelf up to be a ſeparate Gop, 
or of a diſtinct ſubſtance or power from the Father, 
but, in unity, and co-operating, with him; and, 
of courſe, when he ſaid, ©* My Father worketh hi- 
« therto, and I work,” he ſaid nothing which im- 
pugned the doctrine of the Unity of Gop. Our 
LokD,. then, proceeds to ſhew them, that, as the 
Son can do nothing without the Father, ſo the Fa- 
ther doth nothing without the Son: © For, the Fa- 
46 ther loveth the Son, and ſheweth (or communi- 
© cateth to) him all things whatſoever he himſelf ' 
„ doth, and he will communicate to him greater 
« works than thoſe, (which ye have already ſeen,) 
- © that ye may wonder ;” which communication of 
action is moſt evidently an aſſertion of the unity of 
the Son with the Father. And, as there is a com- 
munication of action, ſo is there a communication 
of power: For, as the Father raiſeth up the dead 
5 cc and 
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& Coro, quickeneth whom be will.” There is alſo 


a communion of agreement and accord between the 


& and quickeneth them, fo alſo the Son, org S 


Father and the Son: hence, becauſe the Son of Gop 


is the Son of Man: (ver. 27.) therefore, the Fa- 


ether judgeth no one; but hath given, N, all 
« judgement to the Son.” There is an equal parti- 
cipation alſo of Divine honours ; for, it is added, 
ce that all men may honour the Son even as they ho- 
© nour the Father,” &c. He that honoureth not 
ce the Son honoureth not the Father who ſent him:“ 


ſo that the honour, reverence, eſtimation, of the 
one all terminates equally in the other; and, if the 


Son is diſhonoured, the Father is diſhonoured like- 


wiſe. It is farther added by our Lox, for the pur- 


poſe of convincing the Jews, that he did not aſſume 


to himſelf any ſeparate Divinity, and that he did 


not, in any reſpect, oppoſe himſelf to the unity of 


Gop. As the Father hath life in himſelf, ſo hath 


he given lo the Son to have life in himſelf:“ ſo 
that the ſelf-exiſtence of the Son is by the commu- 


nication of the ſelf-exiſtence of the Father; is not 


the ſelf-exiſtence of a God ſeparate from the ſelf- 
exiſtence of the Father; but, is an inſeparable par- 
ticipation of it. And, ſtill more to convince them 
that he did not arrogate to himſelf an excluſive Di- 
vinity, or any thing that was oppoſite to the unity 
of Gop, he again ſays to them, Ov Syauar eyw ar 
£KauvTov Toy | ou%y, wherein the perſonal pronoun 
e has a force which will not eaſily be expreſſed in 
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our language, plainly implying, that in his perſonal 
exiſtence he could do nothing, but in the union of 
the Deity. As I hear (he ſays) I judge, and my 
60 judgement 1s juſt; becauſe, I ſeek not mine own 
& will, but the will of the Father that ſent me:“ 
ſo that hereby he fully obviates the objection of the 
Jews, and diſclaims, in the ſtrongeſt terms, all aſ- 
ſumption to himſelf of any power diſtinct from the 
unity of Gop. Therefore, when Jzsvs aſſerted his 
own Divinity, he aſſerted nothing that was incon- 
ſiſtent with the Divine unity. 

It may be proper here juſt to mention the objection 
to our Loxp's Divinity which is derived from the 
words ſending and being ſent; but this objection 
ſeems to be merely a quibble upon words: for, ac- 
cording to the circumſtances, ſending, or being ſent, 
imply no degree either of ſuperiority or inferiority. 
It is the Arians' acknowledgement, when they deny 
the unity of the ſubſtance, ſtill that there is an uni- 
ty of conſent between the Father and the Son. This 
unity, therefore, of conſent plainly juſtifies us in 
our concluſion, that the being ſent implies in it none 
of that inferiority or inequality which they have-con- 
| tended for, and, conſequently, that the objection 
| itſelf is of no validity. But let us proceed. 


All that the Father giveth me ſhall come to 
me; and him that cometh to me I will in no wiſe 
i caſt out.“ John vi. 37. Theſe are very remarka- 

IE, E. ble 


= 
ble words, and muſt have been ſpoken with' the 
greateſt impropriety imaginable, if he that ſpake 
them had not an inherent power, as Gop, to caſt 
out whom he would; but he would not caſt out any 
whom the Father ſhould give him, becauſe, as he 
adds, I came down from heaven, not to do mine 
© own will, but the will of him that ſent me.“ Lan- 
guage here almoſt ſeems to fail us, when we would 
convey in words what the mind conceives upon. this 
occaſion. There ſeems to have been, with reverence 
be it ſpoken, as it were, a voluntary ſuſpenſion of 
the Divine will of the Aoyog when he came down 
from heaven; for, his coming down from heaven is 
evidently repreſented as a voluntary action of his 
own, ur , ex Tov ovoavov; and the purpoſe of 
his coming down as evidently ſeems to have pro- 
ceeded from his voluntary conſenting not to do his 
own will, but the will of him under whoſe commiſ- 
ſion he conſented to act; and, if it may be permit- 
ted to the frail minds of human creatures to ſearch 
into the deep things of Gop, perhaps the reaſon of 
this quieſcence of his own Divine will, may be per- 
ceived in that union of himſelf with man's nature, 
in which he was to act, and in which he could not 
act but in ſubmiſſion to the will of him that ſent 
him; and, therefore, it might be neceflary that his 
own divine will ſhould be quieſcent. Theſe thoughts 
probably will lead us to a right apprehenſion” of the 
ſublime and almoſt unfathomable language of St. 
Faul in his Epiſtle to the Corinthians, (I Cor. xv.) 
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He had been ſpeaking of the Son, ChRTST, the 
Oec vg eg, who was to reign till all was made ſubs» 
ject to him; and then ſays he, (ver. 28,) “ When 
Hall things ſhall be ſubdued unto him, then ſhall | 
* the Son alſo himſelf be ſubject unto him that put 
ce all things under him, that Gop may be all in all.” 
That is, the diſpenſation of the ©zxv%wnog ſhall be 
all complete and finithed, iz y o Oeog ro — e 
,,, that the Godhead may be the whole in every 
reſpect. | 


3 


Here, then, for a moment I muſt pauſe.—The 
great and aweful ſubje&t we are upon requires the 
utmoſt exertion and attention, leſt any thing ſhould 
be ſaid derogatory from its magnitude, leſt any thing 
merely conjectural, or not ſufficiently founded, 
ſhould be ſuggeſted as truth. But the declaration 
of St. Paul, added to what St. John ſays concerning 
the Aoyos, ſeems td open to us a new view of things, 
in which I think many difficulties will be removed, 
if what occurs to me may be adnutted. 


St. Paul's declaration 1s, that when all things ſhall 
be ſubdued unto him, then alſo ſhall the Son him- 
ſelf be ſubje& unto him that put all things under 

him. Then ſhall the diſpenſation of the Ozaxrgwrog 
be terminated, and the union of the Ace with man's 
nature ceaſe ; then ſhall the Son himſelf be ſubject. 


The 


1 


The term Son, I ſuppoſe, was then firſt aſſumed 
when the Aoyo; owe en and that therefore the 


Aoyog was not neceſſarily ios. 


The Aye, who exiſted in the beginning, who 
exiſted with Gop, who was Gop, who exiſted from 
all eternity, & ag, with Gop, became incarnate, 
and, in conſequence of this incarnation, e:axcaue/a 
rm Jog autov 005 wG lucꝛoyerous Tome Wcrrpog, WE 
beheld his glory, the glory as of the only begotten 
of the Father. After this, the Evangeliſt drops the 
term Aoyoc, and uſes only vio; and of the viog he 
ſays, 0 c cer c HATH TOY duo A TO VTCE d ν EV Th 
yo avrov, But, it is be obſerved, that this is not 
faid of the Aeg, but of the Son, i. e. of the man 
who, by the union of the Acyos with him, became 
the bog, the Son of Gop. Until then the final pe- 
riod of the diſpenſation, all things are delivered into 
the hands of the Son; but, when that period ſhall 
be fully come, and the victory over death and hell 
be completely accompliſhed ; when all things ſhall 
be ſubdued unto him ; then, faith St. Paul, ſhall the 
Son, 0 vis, alſo himſelf be ſubje& unto him that put 
all things under him, that Gon may be all in all. 
The Ayo; will then be altogether in the unity of the 
Godhead; the delegated power will be revoked from 
the Son, on whom it had been conferred; and the 
whole of the diſpenſation will be finally cloſed, be- 
cauſe all its purpoſes will have been accompliſhed, ; 


D 4 | In 


e 


( 49 ): 
In this view of things Jesvs Cnxisr, in Wen 


with the Xo0y0;, and in that union born the Son of God, 
18 W becauſe the Aoyo; is God. 


In this view alſo, the application of the word de- 


dar ey, in the above-cited inſtance, as alſo in many 


other inſta ces of a ſimilar kind, does not detract 


at all from the Divinity of the Xoyo ; for it is ſo ap- 


plied, in conſequence of the filiation which, if I do 
not err, then took place, when the Xoyog rags e 


My reaſon for thinking that the filiation then took 


| place, when the Aoy/og owe eyer:ro, is not only de- 


rived from what St. John ſays, but from the lan- 


| guage of the Angel to the Bleſſed Virgin, as re- 


corded by St. Luke, i. 35. Tv-vuc &yiov enencvos| i 
eri TE Kau SUYZ pig Uiigov ETITKIRTS 001" O10 Hott TO Y- 
vH Gy 10V xAnfeo ram v9 Oο Therefore, then, 
it may be concluded, the title, Son of Gop, would be 
when this event ſhould have taken place, and, of 
courſe, that in the birth of the aoyo;, in union with 
the oape avpwwnivy, confifted the filiation, and, con- 
ſequently, that there was no filiation * to that 
event. | 


The reader is requeſted to be very particularly at- 
tentive to the language of St. John: In the be- 
** ginning was the Word,” and © the Word was with 


_ © Gor,” and “ the Word was Gon,” and“ He 


« was 


64) 
4e was in the beginning with Gop;“ and after this he 
adds, And the Word became fleſh, and pitched 
« his tent with us, and we beheld his glory,” that 
is, the glory of the Word in bis becoming fleſh, “ the 
glory as of the only-begotten of the Father, full 
of grace and truth.” The Evangeliſt doth not 
fay, that the glory of the Word, in his etqpl exiſ- 
tence with Gop, e «3x4 meg Tov Q:0v, was the glory 
as of the only begotten of the Father; but he faith, 
that the glory of the Word, when he became fleſh, 
was ſuch. Therefore, it appears to be the expreſs 
doctrine of the Evangeliſt, however it may have 
been overlooked, that the filiation confiſted, and 
conſiſted only, in the Words becoming fl:ſh. | 


The diſpenſation of the Oahu is the diſpenſa- 
tion of the % united with man's nature, and in 
that diſpenſation was the revelation of what the Pro- 
phet Jeremiah calls a new thing in the earth, the ma- 
nifeſtation of the Sox of GOD, the Ahe in uniting 
himſelf with man's nature, er&>«w:y cauroy j, 
vos bm, Hence all thoſe expreſſions of commiſ- | 
fion, delegation, &c. at which ſo many have ſtum- 
bled, they are the neceſſary conſequence of the 


new covenant, which Gop made with man in Jesvs 
_ Canisr. 


The nos, alſo, in uniting himſelf with man's na- 
ture became the Son of Gon. But, as the Son ne- 
ceſſarily muſt have the nature of that of which it is 

the 
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( | 42 ) 


the Son; ſo doth the term Son neceſſarily imply ſub- 


ordination and ſubjection to the will of the Father, 
which ſubordination and ſubjection are as truly ſuch, 
if voluntary, as if by the neceſſity ef nature. There- 
fore, it is no impeachment of our LoxD's Divinity, 
that he was ſubordinate, and ſubject; therefore, it 
is no impeachment of it, that he was what a Son 
neceſſarily muſt be, inferior in re ſpect of the * 
tion, although not in reſpect of nature. 


If this repreſentation ſhould be a juſt one, and it 
is with the utmoſt diffidence and dread that I ſuggeſt 
it as ſuch, then, I think, many, if not all, thoſe 


difficulties with which the minds of ſome men have 


been perplexed, will be entirely removed; the ſeem- 
ing contradictions will diſappear; and we may all 


- unite in the acknowledgement of the Gop, and of 


the Man CHRIST JEsvs, of the incarnate Word 
becoming the Son of Gop by his birth in union 
with man's nature, and of the ſubordination and 
ſubjection, as truly annexed to that character as the 
Divine Nature is by neceſſity. But upon a ſubject 
of ſuch great importance as this, I dare not take 


upon myſelf to decide. If it is true, it will force it- 


ſelf upon the minds of all who are rational and tem- 
perate; if it is otherwiſe, I with it not to be received 
by any. I acknowledge, that the ſuggeſtion does 
not entirely agree with one article in the Nicene 
Creed as we have it at this day; and, if that ſhall 
be thought a ſufficient objection to it, I ſhall think 

| it 


| 
( 43 ) 

it my duty to ſubmit : but I am to obſerve, that the 
words 20% & TOU 7 &7p0g YEE: vrax WE TIUYTWY TWY c 
Y:0v, are not in the Creed, as it was originally deli- 
vered in, and adopted by, the Nicene Fathers, but 
were added afterwards, although by whom 1s not 
certainly known ; by ſome 1t 1s conceived, they were 
added in the ſecond general council at Conſtantino- 
ple; by others, that they were added by the Nicene 
Fathers after the diſſolution of the Council. This 

latter opinion is adopted by the learned Archbiſhop 
Uſher, in his tract De Symbolis; but, at the ſame 
time, he adds, that nothing can, with poſitive cer- 
tainty, be determined upon the ſubject, as the acts 
of the Nicene Council are entirely loſt. If, how- 
ever, they were not added, till after the diſſolution 
of the Council, their authority, I think, will there- 
by be very much diminiſhed: and at all events, even 
if they had been in the Creed, as it was originally 
adopted by the Council, I do not fee how the e- 
aber 9 THITWY TW) iwruy is to be ſupported by 
any thing in the New Teſtament ; neither do I ſee 
how, by the uſe of theſe words, we affirm more 
ſtrongly the Divinity of the Son of Gop than by 
their omiſſion. If we acknowledge him to be 9.00v- 
F1%, it is ſufficient, without endeavouring to reach 
what lies ſo very much beyond us. However, 1 
muſt not decide; and, therefore, ſhall proceed upon 
the ſame plan as that on which I began. 
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( 44 ) | 

St. John tells us, chap. viii. that Jz8vs, in his 
diſcourſe to the Jews, having told them that he was 
from above, and not of this world, ſays to them, 
„If ye believe not that I am, ye ſhall die in your 
4e ſins.” In our tranſlation it is,“ that I am he;” 
but this ſeems to be improper ; the Greek is or e 
£14, without any perſonal reference; nor, indeed, 
had he been ſaying any thing before, to which, with 
propriety, it could be referred; and, it is plain the 
Jews underſtood the words as having been ſpoken 
without any perſonal reference, for, immediately 
after they had heard them, they aſk him, Tu vig e! 
as if they had ſaid, the words I am convey no man- 
ner of information to us: Tell us who thou art? 
For, as yet, it is evident, that they did not under- 
ſtand the words in the ſenſe in which our Lok 
meant them. To their enquiry, therefore, he re- 
turns no other anſwer, but that he was the ſame 
5 which he had told them from the beginning. How- 
ever, he adds, When ye have lift up the Son of 
„Man, then ſhall ye know that I am,“ orf eyw wp, 
adhering ſtill to the ſame form of expreſſing him- 
ſelf : but the Jews, dull, and not conceiving as yet 
that the words extended ſo far as they really did, 
heard them without any direct or particular cenſure : 
at length, however, they were effectually rouſed; 
for, Jesvs having told them, that, although they 
were the children of Abraham, yet, that they did 
not act as Abraham did; for, ſays he, ** Your fa- 
ther Abraham rejoiced to ſee my day, and he ſaw 


6 4 it, 


— — 


1 * 


646.) 


&« it, and was glad:” and they, miſinterpreting his 
words, having anſwered him, Thou art not yet 
« fifty years old, and haſt thou ſeen Abraham?“ 
our LokD replies to them, ** Verily, verily, I ſay 
« unto you, Before Abraham was I am.” This re- 
ply ſerved effectually to open their eyes, and they 
ſaw plainly enough now what it was he meant, when 
he ſaid, If ye believe not that I am he, ye ſhall 
« die in your fins:” enraged, therefore, to the 
higheſt degree, they inſtantly took up ftones to have 
caſt at him, and to have ſtoned him to death as a 
blaſphemer; but he, by his Divine power, conveyed 
himſelf away from them. 


I am well aware, that in common ufage the words 
£yw £44 do not always ſignify as it is here ſuggeſted, 
and that in general they only fignify a perſonal pre- 
ſence ; and, if it were poſſible to make ſenſe of them 
by ſo interpreting them, here there would be no rea- 
fon for departing from the common uſage ; but in 
this way there is no making any ſenſe of them, as 
without farther diſcuſſion of the ſubje& may ſafely 
be left to the obſervation of any common reader : 
for, if interpreted am he, or it is 1, befide the ab- 
ſurdity of ſuch interpretation, the queſtion ſtill re- 
curs, Lu 74; 4? but, if interpreted as ſpoken by the 
Son of Gov, in aſſertion of that Divine nature which 
is inſeparable from him, the whole becomes clear 
and plain, without the aid of any comment, and the 
Son of God is Gob. 
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( 46 ) 


Our LoxDd had been depicturing himſelf, in his 
diſcourſe to the Jews, as the Good Shepherd, pro- 
bably-not without ſome alluſion to the twenty-third 
Pſalm. He had told them, that his ſheep heard his 
voice; that he gave unto them eternal life; and, that 
no one ſhould pluck them out of his hand: My 
Father, ſays he, who gave them to me, is greater 
* than all, and no one is able to pluck them out of 
cc my Father's hand. I and my Father are one.” 
Theſe words, to a mind unſophiſticated with fallacy, 
appear to be extremely plain and deciſive, ſo plain 
and deciſive, that much artifice has been uſed to 
evade their force; and we are told that no unity of 
ſubſtance is expreſſed by them, only an unity of 
conſent. But, how do the words expreſs unity of 
conſent, rather than unity of ſubſtance. Eyw xa 6. 
Ileryp ty eopey 15 all that is ſaid ; not a ſyllable is ſaid 
about conſent or any thing elle; the whole that is 
expreſſed is unity: and, moreover, had it been in- 


tended, that the words ſhould have been confined in 


their interpretation to conſent only, the expreſſion 
ſhould have been sg and not ev; for, the neuter gen- 
der, in this inftance, ſignifies every degree of unity 
that is poſſible without perſonal identity. That the 


word & ſhould have been in the maſculine gender, 


had it been intended to expreſs conſent only, may 
be illuſtrated by a very appoſite example from Ovid, 
who, ſpeaking of the unexampled friendſhip between 
Pylades and Oreſtes, ſays, 

Qui duo corporibus mentibus UNUS erant— 


© who, 


(4) 
© who, though diſtin& in their bodily ſubſtance, 
«« were one, in the conſent and agreement of their 
& minds.” And, I do not know, that the Greek 
idiom in this reſpect differs at all from the Latin, 
or from the 1diom of any other language, wherein 
the words themſelves, by their inflexions, expreſs 
the gender. It I am miſtaken, ſome examples may 
be produced undoubtedly, wherein the words & py, 
ty £04, are expreſſive only of mental agreement. 


The example from 1 Cor. iii. 8. concerning St. 
Paul and Apollos, does not apply by any means. 
The context plainly ſhews, that o @eurevwy d- a d 
or v 4049 have no relation at all, either to unity: 
of conſent or unity of ſubſtance; but, if I may be 
allowed to expreſs myſelf ſo, to unity of nothingneſs. 
Nge ours 6 Purevwy £51 T4 OUTE q WOTKUY WAN o ,] 
Oeog 6 Þvrevwy ds ou 0 r & su, Where ey evi- 
dently has the force of ous:y. 


However, one deciſive proof we have from Galat. 
111. 28. that where ſubſtantial unity is not intended, 
and mental unity is intended, the word muſt be «, 
and not iv. Ilavrs yop vis, faith St. Paul, eig sge en 
Xpiguo Io0v. | 


Eis & eu, Or eig 70 & c,, if ſuch had been the 
expreſſion, might indeed have favoured the conceit 
of unity of conſent : but as the words now ſtand, the 
conceit is groundleſs, and without any foundation. 
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It will avail nothing againſt what is here advanced to 


urge what is ſaid, (John xvii.) where our Lox, 
praying for his diſciples, ſays, IIæres «yi, Tyre 


e 
aureus & TW ou, wo, OUG G0 N, Lv c EV N 


Brog ue Holy Father, keep, through thine own 
name, thoſe whom thou haſt given me, that they 
* may be one, as we are.” The neuter gender is 
here uſed, becauſe the unity intended is a compara- 


tive unity, comparative to the ſubſtantial unity, be- 


tween the Father and the Son, and as that unity was 
neceſſarily expreſſed by the neuter gender, therefore 
the comparative unity required to be exprefled by 
the ſame gender likewiſe. It does not at all follow, 
that, becauſe it 1s prayed, ** that they may be one 
ce ae are,” that no other unity ſubſiſts between 
the Father and the Son, than what might be among 
Chriſtians ; for, if it did, by the ſame rule we might 
ſay, . that man may have all the perfections of Gop, 
and that Gop has none but what men may have; 
alſo, becauſe it is ſaid, (Matth. v. 48.) Be ye 
ce therefore perfect, as your Father which is in hea- 
< yen is perfect.” But, beſide all this, the objection 
is groundleſs, on another account, as may be ſeen 


in the 22d and 23d verſes of the chapter whence the 


objection is derived, for there we read, And the glory 


© which thou gaveſt me I have given them, that 
they may be one even as we are one, I in them, 


© and thou in me, that they may be made perf. in 
& one;” Iva co TTEAKWPE: 01 £15 Y Which latter words 
fix the unity prayed for to a comparative reſembling 

| unity, 


( 49 ) 
Unity „and are totally inapplicable to that whole 
unity which ſubſiſts between the Father and the, Son: 
for, the Father and the Son cy «i; but the unity of 
Chriſtians is « &, in accord, in the agreement of 
their minds; which were to be as cloſely, as per- 
fectly united, and in their mutual concurrence, as 
void of all diſtinction as the ſubſtance of the Father 
is void of all diſtinction from the ſubſtance of the 
Son. In the verſe immediately preceding the paſ- 
ſage under conſideration, it is ſaid, That they all 
may be one, as thou Father art in me, and I in 
6 thee, that they alſo may be one in us;“ l A 
br. & pay EY vou Which words ſhew clearly, that 
the unity of the Father and the Son is more than the 
unity which was to prevail among Chriſtians, and 
conſequently, that it could not be determined by it, 
and the words, without any force put upon them, 
may be thus paraphraſed: That they may partici- 
pate in that portion of our unity (& pv) of 
© which they are capable, in the continued concur- 
© rence of their hearts and minds;” which was ve- 


. rified, as we read, among the firſt Chriſtians, Acts 
n iv. 32. © And the multitude of them that believed, 
a © were of one heart and of one ſoul;“ ; raph "72700 
Y I n Hua. 


But, if the words J and the Father are one,” 
ſignify in conſent only, the Jews who heard them 
muſt have been guilty of a ſtrange miſapprehenſion; 
for, is not, ought not, every good man to be united 
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6 
in his conſent to the Divine will. How, then, could 
the Jews poſſibly think that there was any thing cri- 
minal in the words? or, that they were a blaſphemy 
to be puniſhed with death? and yet the Evangeliſt 
tells us, thus they did conceive of them; for, he 
ſays, ** Then took they up ſtones again to ſtone 
< him.” Nay, they themſelves, in anſwer to our 
Lonp's queſtion, for which of his good works they 
ſtoned him ? plainly thew, that they did not inter- 
pret them of unity of conſent only ; for, their words 
are, For a good work we ſtone thee not, but for 
<< blaſphemy, and becauſe, that thou, being a man, 
© makeſt thyſelf Gop,” After ſo plain a manifeſta- 


tion of the interpretation they put upon his words, 


does not our Lon p, if he meant unity of con- 

ſent only, explain his meaning to them? Why does 
he not tell them that he did not mean thereby to call 
himſelf Gop ? Why does he not reduce them from 
the error in which they were, and whereby his own 
Jife was threatened? But he does nothing of this 
kind: on the contrary, by his anſwer, he fully ac- 
knowledges the truth of their interpretation, and more 
ſtrongly affirms the truth of his own Divine nature, 

In their law, he tells them, it is written, I have ſaid 
ye are Gods; and, if he called them Gods, to 

<< whom the Word of Gop came,” and properly 

called them ſo, ** for the Scripture cannot be broken, 

ce ſay ye of him whom the Father hath ſanctified and 

< ſent into the world;” that is, by the union of 
the divine and human nature, Thou blaſphemeſt, 

; 5 cc be 3: 
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ec hecauſe I ſaid, I am the Son of Gop.” In other 
words; If, in your law, the men are without blaſ- 
phemy, called Gods, to whom the Word of Gop 
only came; and, if you allow that there was nothing 
of blaſphemy in their being ſo called, why ſhould' 
you think it blaſphemy for the man to whom the 
Word of God is united to ſay, I am the Son of 
Gop ? But you ſay, that J am only a man, that the 
Word of Gop is not united to me, and that I am 
not the Son of Gop. If (faith our Lord) I do 
c not the works of my Father, believe me not;” for 
then it will be plain, that I am not the Son of Gop, 
and that the Word of Gop is not united to me; 
but, if I do, though ye believe not me, yet be- 
lieve the works, that ye may know, with aſſu- 
& rance, and believe that the Father is in me and I 
ce in him. Therefore, ſaith the Evangeliſt, they 
<« ſought again to take him,” not only becauſe he 
had not retracted what he had ſaid before to them, 
but had affirmed it the more ſtrongly. — One word 
more before we quit this chapter; and it is to recom- 
mend it to the very particular notice and attention 
of the reader, that the words, Tiog ro Ocov eur, are 
in this chapter plainly ſynonymous with Eyw xa: 6 
lathe èv py; for the Jews had charged our Lo Rp 
with blaſphemy, becauſe he had ſaid, I and the 
Father are one; but, in his anſwer to them, the 
ſuppoſed blaſphemy is aſcribed to his having faid 
that he was the Son of Gop. Hence are we moſt | 

W taught, by our Loxp himſelf, that the 
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term, „Son of Gop,“ always implies in it, that * Z 


8 . n loved, was ſick: when he 
heard of it he faid, (John xi. 4.) „This ſickneſs is 
* not unto death, but for the glory of Gop, that 
& the Son of Gop might be glorified thereby.” If 
the Son of Gop was not in unity with Gop, how 
was the Son's glory the glory of Gop? But here it 
is expreſſly ſaid, that the glory of the Son, was the 
glory of Gop, ure Tis dong Tov Ocov % botwoby & 

Tiog ov Ogov d“ arys, Had the conjunction xa in- 
tervened, and the text had been , d , &c. 
the cafe might have been otherwiſe; but, as it is, 
we are moſt plainly taught hereby, that the glory 


of the Son of God is the glory of Gop; and there- 
fore, that the Son of Gop is Gor. This paſſage, 
compared with John x1i11. 31, marks the difference 


between the terms, Son of Gop,” and Son of 


<< Man;” for, there it is written, Now is the Son 


&« of Man glorified, and God is glorified in him. If 
% Go be glorified in him, Gop ſhall alſo glorify 
c him in himſelf, and ſhall ftraightway glorify 
© him.” Here we are taught, that the glory of the 
Son of Man is a communicated glory, the glory of 
God in him; but the glory of the Son of Gop is the 


| proper glory of Gop, the proper glory of himſelf as 


being Gop; whereas the glory of the Son of Man 
is not a glory proper eſſential to hamſelf, but is the 


glory of Gop in him; and, therefore, Gon was glo- 
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rified by the Son of Man's being glorified ; 4 Ny: aa 
Cao 0 bg ro aH pero N 6 Oeog gero O- & aur 
It is hence almoſt impoſſible not 'to obſerve, 
how the errors of thoſe minds, which are not per- 
ſuaded of the truth of our LoxD's Divinity, pro- 
ceed, in all probability, from anattention to the two 
characters which he ſuſtained, as the Son of Gov, _ 
and the Son of Man. In the preſent inſtance, where 
the words are ſpoken in conſequence of Judas having 
withdrawn for the purpoſe of betraying him, it all 
belonged to him-as the Son of Man. -In the former 
inſtance they all belonged to his Divine character; 
in this, he exerted his Divine power, in recalling a 
man to life, who had been dead, and four days bu- 
ried; and therefore that exertion of power is ſaid to 
be for the glory of Gop, without any regard had, 
or notice taken, of his being the Son of Man. In 
that, where ſufferings were to be the conſequence of 
the treachery of Judas, it is therefore ſaid, Now is 
the Son of Man glorified, who alone was to endure 
thoſe ſufferings, without any regard had, or notice 
taken, of his being the Son of Gop only, as Gop 
was in him; therefore, through his fortitude. and 
patient perſeverance under them, God would allo 
conſequentuily be glorified, 


K 
Let us now proceed to the next chapter, John 
xiv. a Chapter much to be obſerved, and which, if 
we do not admit, our Loxb's Divinity is abſolutely nd 
unintelligible, Our LoxD,' comforting his diſci- | 
E 3 ples, 
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ples, bids them, that they ſhould not be troubled, 
„ Ye believe in Gon, believe alſo in me.” The 
Greek is, IIigsvers £5 Tov Os, xa eig e WIGEVETE. 
Upon this it is obyious to remark, that the ſame 
faith which is required of them towards Gop, he re- 
quires of them towards himſelf; it is a faith 4s Occy 
and eg £4: Now, where the faith is equal, they 
who require that faith muſt be equal likewiſe, Ne- 
ver yet was it heard, that the ſame faith was due ta 
a created being, or to what is not Gop, as to Gor 
the Creator himſelf; but here the Son exacts of his 
diſciples the very ſame faith, which ſurely he would 
not do, if his being were different from the being of 
God; and his exacting it of us, if he is not God 
himſelf, is leading us into an error; which it is im- 
poſſible for him to do, | 
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After ſame intervening diſcourſe, he faith to his 
diſciples, If ye had known me, ye ſhould have 
known my Father alſo; and, from henceforth, ye 
know him, and bade ſeen him.” Theſe words the 
diſciples not at all comprehending, Philip faith to 
him, „Lok ſhew us the Father, and it ſutficeth 
£ us.“ He is anſwered in theſe very remarkable 
words, Have I been ſo long time with you, and 
< yet haſt thou not known me, Philip? He that 
£© hath ſeen me hath ſeen the Father; and how ſay- 
ce oft thou, Shew us the Father? Believeſt thou not 
£ that I am in the Father, and the Father in me. 
« The words that ] ſpeak unto you, I ſpeak not of 
6c my- 


ads 


* * 
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rc myſelf, but my Father that dwelleth in me, he 
doeth the works. Believe me, (æigerers li,) that 
] am in the Father and the Father in me, or elſe 
«© believe me for the very work's fake.” I have given 


this paſſage at its full length, and now requeſt the 


reader to try what ſenſe he can make of it. If the 
Son is not Gop, in unity with the Father; I do not 
mean that he ſhould try by what juggling and leger- 
demain tricks he may get rid of its force, but how, 
by any fair and honeſt mode of interpretation, he 
can interpret theſe words into any ſenſe if JIEsus 
Cuxlsz is not God in unity with the Father, 


The word eon re may indeed. be interpreted of 
the mind's eye of contemplation ; but I do not know 
that it can be ſo interpreted, except the action of 
the bodily organ hath firſt intervened, where a per- 
ſon 1s not in a trance, nor hath his viſual powers 
ſuſpended by ſleep. But let us ſuppoſe it to be 
otherwiſe: let us ſuppoſe, that the diſciples, who 
were neither in a trance, nor aſleep, are told, that 


he, who in his mind hath contemplated me, hath in 


e his mind alſo contemplated the Father,” and that 
the contemplation of the Son neceſſarily involves in it 
the contemplation of the Father, what will be gotten 
hereby? Nothing: for, if the Father and the Son 
have not the ſame nature, the contemplation of the 


one will not involve in it the contemplation of the 


other, any more than the contemplation of a circle 
will involve in it the inſtrument by which it is de- 
291 4 | {ſcribed ; 


8360) 
ſcribed ; for, aſſuredly, a man may contemptate a 
circle without having given the moſt diſtant notion 
of that by which it is deſcribed. Who would not 
be laughed at who ſhould ſay, he that hath ſeen a 
circle hath ſeen a pair of compaſſes? And it would 
be equally as abſurd, if the Son hath not the ſame 
nature as the Father, to ſay, he that hath ſeen the 
Son hath ſeen the Father alſo; for, if the Son hath 
not the ſame nature as the Father, it is impoflible 
that in the Son the Father ſhould be ſeen, whether 
by the eye of the body, or of the mind; for, moſt 
certain we may be, if we give credit to the whole 
tenor of the Goſpel, that the perſon of the Son is 
not the perfon of the Father; and, therefore, it 
ſhould ſeem, that the words we have been conſider- 
ing do not relate to a perſonal view of the Son, and 
by conſequence, if they do not relate to a perſonal 
view of him, they muſt relate to him in ſome other 
view, common equally to the Father as to the Son, 
that is, in the view of that Divine nature which is 
common to both. Hence, he that hath ſeen the 
Son hath ſeen the Father alſo. The contemplation 
of the Son's Divine natures the contemplation of 
the Father's, becauſe, tha;Divine nature is one only; 
juſt as by an imperfect illuſtration we may ſay, the 
contemplation of the human nature in one man is 
the contemplation of the human nature in the whole 
ſpecies, becauſe the human nature is one only, and 
not diverſified, 
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That we do not miſinterpret our Lord's words 
when we.thus afcribe them to his participation in 
the unity of the Divine Nature, there is the greateſt 
reaſon. to believe, becauſe he ſays, Believe me 
© that I am in the Father, and the Father in me.“ 
Now what poſlible meaning can be affixed to theſe 
words if they do not require us to believe the unity 
of the Son, in the divine nature with the Father. 
Perſonal identity, we are well aſſured, they cannot 
relate to; and, if they do not, there is no other iden- 
tity to which they can relate, but identity of nature 
If, indeed, the words are ſuppoſed to have no literay 
meaning, then conjecture may boldly traverſe its 
own regians without interruption, and the words 
may ſignify any thing or nothing, according to the 
track in which the imagination. wanders. But, if 
they have a literal meaning, no conjecture or rea- 
ſoning upon the ſubject is admiſſible, which is not 
founded upon the bafis of that literal meaning : and 
a literal meaning they moſt aſſuredly have, or they 
have no meaning at all. For Philip, not conceiving 
how he could be ſaid to have ſeen the Father, ſays, 
* LokD, ſhew us the Father, and it ſufficeth us.” 

This requiſition is a plain and literal one, and there- 
fore required an anſwer that ſhould be plain and li- 
teral likewiſe; for, if it did not literally apply to the 
queſtion, it would be ſo far from being ſatiſ- 
factory to the enquirer, that it would rather be 
deemed an evaſion than an anſwer. What then is 
the anſwer? It is an anſwer that truly and literally 

applies 


(38) 
applies itſelf to the queſtion : ©* Have I been ſo long 
time with you, and yet haſt thou not known me, 
Philip? He that hath ſeen me, hath ſeen the Fa- 
Ather, and how ſayeſt thou, Shew us the Father? 
46 Bclieveſt thou not that I am in the Father, and 
the Father in me?” Words that more directly 
apply in anſwer to the queſtion, I know not where 
we ſhall find; and, therefore, as applying ſo di- 
rectly to the queſtion, they are to be interpreted 
according to their plain and obvious acceptation. 
Shew us the Father, ſays Philip; and the anſwer is, 
In me you have ſeen the Father, for 1 am in the 
Father, and the Father is in me. 


It is obſervable, that when our Lok p aſſerts his 
his divine unity with the Father, he doth not pro- 
poſe it to the diſciples for the inveſtigation of their 
reaſoning powers. He knew that, at preſent, it lay 
far beyond the reach of thoſe powers, and therefore 
to Philip he ſays, Ov myg:vas, &c. and again, .- 
gebe, t; and again, E; 8 An, du 7X ep % WIGEVETE 
une; but, in the progreſs of his diſcourſe, he tells 
them, that when the Spirit of 'Truth was come to 
them, „At that day ye ſhall &now that I am in my 
* Father, and you in me, and J in you.” Thus it 
ſtands in our tranſlation ; but I queſtion whether the 
word cz 15 rightly rendered or not; I ſhould rather 
expreſs it by quatenus, and fo make it ſignificant of 
the reſpect the degree in which he was in his Fas 
ther, and they in him, and he in them; far it can» 

not 
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not de doubted, but that the words Ey TW Wergt 
tou are different in manner and degree from vg 
eu Be this, however, as it will, the purport of 
the paſſage is, * that when the Spirit of Truth was 
* come, he ſhould communicate to them that cer- 
„ tainty of knowledge which their reaſoning powers 
6 alone could not attain unto. For the preſent 
« you muſt give credit to me, or if not to me, at 
5 leaſt to the works which I do; but when the Spirit 
* of Truth is come, he ſhall lead you into all truth, 
“ and then ſhall you know the certainty of thoſe 
„ things which I now require you to believe.” 


Before we quit this chapter, it will be neceſſary 
to take notice of a paſſage towards the concluſion of 
it, which has by many been miſunderſtood, ver. 28. 
* Ye have heard how I faid unto you, I go away 
% and come again unto you. If ye loved me, ye 
*© would rejaice, becauſe I ſaid, I go unto the Fa- 
te ther, For my Father is greater than J.“ Theſe 
latter words are contrived to be indiſputable evi- 
dence of the Son's inferiority. As he 1s inferior to 
Gop,- faith the Socinian, he is no Gob at all. As 
he is inferior to the Father, ſaith the Arian, he 
therefore is not conſubſtantial, and equal to him; 
but they both ſeem to be wrong. The Greek is, 
pre 6 Warhp pou paicuy pou 51. To have favoured 
their conceits the word ſhould have been eg, 
which it is not: ey exprefieth only a circumſtantial 
greatneſs, which may be among equals, But, it 
588 will 
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will be ſaid, what circumſtantial greatneſs can there 
be in the divinity. It is anſwered thus: Our Lox 
hath told us, that he came out from Gop, and came 
into the world, and that he came out from the Fa- 
ther EZyA5ov waps tov gov, waps Tov Warr, that he 
came out not to do his own will, but the will of him 
that ſent him in an union with our human nature. In 
this ſtate he was in a voluntary ſtate of humihation, 
and as the Scripture ſpeaketh, he humbled himſelf ; 
and, in this ſtate of humiliation he ſaith, 5 wary pov 
us Ae £541. In his divine prayer, John xvil. he 
prayeth: And now, O Father, glorify me with 
„ thine ownſelf, with the glory which I had with 
& thee before the world was.” Now, it is evident, 
when he thus prayed, that he was not at that time 
in that glory, and therefore was he in a circumſtan- 
tial degree of inferiority ; and, conſequently, when 
he ſaid the Father was greater, it was no impeach- 
ment of his eſſential equality with the Father, the 
inferiority was all circumſtantial ; 1t was becauſe he 
was in a ſtate of humiliation, which the Father was 
not; it was becauſe he had diveſted himſelf of his 
divine glory when he took our nature upon him, 
and became man, which the Father had not. What 
ſenſe or meaning is there in the paſſage under con- 
ſideration, if the Socinian or Arian interpretation is 
juſt? If ye loved me ye would rejoice, becauſe 1 
* ſaid I go unto the Father:“ and the reaſon why 
they would rejoice, becauſe he went unto the Fa- 
ther, is aſſigned, For my Father is greater than I.“ 
But, 
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But what ground of rejoicing could there be in this 
that he was to go unto the Father, and there to be, 
in a ſtate of inferiority? This could not ſerve to 
elevate the hearts of his diſciples z whereas, confider - 
him in a ſtate of humiliation, as quieſcent in his own. 
will, and as having diveſted himſelf of his own di- 
vine glory, which he had-with the Father before the 
world was, and the whole becomes plain and intelli- 
gible. e left them to go unto the Father, to be in 
his original greater glory with the Father, and who 
was greater in glory than he at that time was. He 
left them to reaſſume that eſſential participation of 
the Father's glory, which he had, for a While, laid 
aſide, that he might become man, and to be in that 
ſtate of divine exaltation, which was greater than 
any thing they had beheld in him here on earth. 
Here, then, was ample ground of triumph and exul- 
tation for the diſciples: their Maſter did not leave 
them to be ſtill farther degraded and deſpiſed; he 
did not leave them in order to continue in his pre- 
ſent ſtate of humiliation, but to quit it, and to be 
Wau TW , Who being pweguey, he being with him 
would be greater alſo : and here it muſt be owned, 
that the diſciples, notwithſtanding all their Maſter 
had ſaid to them, did not, as yet, ſeem perfectly to 
comprehend him. It ſeems as if they did not rightly 
underſtand what he meant by coming out from the 
Father, At length, however, their minds are open- 
ed; and our Lonxp having told them, John xvi. 
that the time was coming, wherein he ſhould, with- 
out 


662) 
out a parable, ſhew them openly of the Father; that 
the Father loved them, becauſe they had loved him, 
and had believed that he came out from Gop, TT oor 
7% Oe; he adds, „ came out from the Father, 
c and am come into the world: again, I leave the 
c world, and go unto the Father.” Theſe words 
effectually removed all their doubts and difficulties, 
and, in a tranſport of faith, they reply to him, 
Now we know that thou knoweſt all things, and 
% needeſt not that any man ſhould aſk thee. By 
ce this we believe that thou cameſt out from Gor.” 
words moſt ſtrongly atteſting to the divinity of their 
blefied Maſter, but which ſeem to have operated 
upon them only for the preſent moment, for, ſoon 
after, they were all fcattered, forſook him, and left 
him alone; and yet, ſays our Lox», when he fore- 
warned them of the event, I am not alone, for 
ce the Father is with me;” to whom the Son of Gop 
was inſeparably united in the Divine Nature, as he 
had repeatedly told them before, when he ſaid to 
them, Jam in the Father, and the Father in me, which 
is an unity: if language has any meaning that is in- 
ſeparable. Should the reader, however, think fit to 
adopt the ſuggeſtion which has already been made 
concerning the filiation, the words we have been 
confidering will have no manner of difficulty in 
them. The ſtate of a Father is evidently ſuperior to 
that of a Son; and, therefore, when the Son went 
to the Wan with truth and propriety, would 


ſay, My Father is greater than I;“ becauſe, as 
ed the 


(63) 
the Abyyeg had humbled himſelf to become à Son by 
his birth of the Virgin, in union with man's nature, 
therefore, by neceſſity, the Father, in that reſpect, 
muſt be greater, otherwiſe the humiliation would 
not be real. And, moreover, on account of this 
humiliation therefore, the Son is declared not to 
know the hour of the day of judgement, the Father 
having reſerved the times and the ſeaſons in his own 
powet ; which reſervation was not becauſe the Fa- 
ther is more God than the Ache, but in evidence of, 
and becauſe, the Aoyo; had humbled himſelf. 


If the Son of Gop is Gop, as hath been aſſumed 
from the the terms Son of God, and as by this time 
appears to be no groundleſs aſſumption, then all 
the privileges, prerogatives, properties, and what- 
ever eſſentially pertaineth unto Gop, are the Son of 
Gop's. This, I apprehend, is undeniable. Hear 
then what he himſelf ſaith to his diſciples, John xvi. 
« When he, the Spirit of Truth, is come, he ſhall 
* guide you into all truth, He ſhall glorify me, 
&« for he ſhall receive of mine, and ſhall ſhew it 
% unto you. All things that the Father hath, an- 
© Te ow ee 6 wen, omnia qualiacunque pater habet, 
«are mine; therefore 1 ſaid unto you that he Hh 
© take of mine, and ſhew it unto you.” Is it poſſi- 
ble, if language has meaning, that words can be 
more expreſſive than theſe, '** All things whatſoever 
e the Father hath are mine?“ Therefore, he is Gop 
in unity with the Father, otherwiſe the words could 
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not be true. Again, chap: xvii. where he 1s ptray-- 
ing for his diſciples, he ſays, ** I pray for, them, 1 
<« pray not for the world, but for them which thou 
& haſt given me; for they are thine, and all mine 
& are thine, and thine are mine, and I am glorified 
*in them.” The Greek is, Kat T& Se ] cer gt 
x6 r ot £4%, that is, all that I have is thine, and 
tbat thou haſt is mins. What language is this, with 
which to addreſs the Omnipotent Father and Gop 
of the univerſe, if the perſon ſo addrefling him is 
not equal and conſubſtantial, or 1s, in any degree, 
in his nature inferior to Gop ? Addreſs your ſupe- 
' rior. neighbour in terms of this kind, and wonder 
not if you meet with a return ahfwerable to your 
preſumption and inſolence. Quibbles and evaſions 
here, from the indeterminate language of the Engliſh, 
are all entirely frivolous and uſeleſs. The Greek in 
this, as in the foregoing inſtance, is in the neuter 
plural, which mech every thing that is con- 
ceixable and pofſible, iu α 05% N54 6 ap jc gu, 
and Tc oa * | | 


1 ſhall produce only one paſſage more from the 
holy Evangeliſt, Chap. xx. and it is relative to our 
Lokp's making himſelf known to Thomas, after his 
reſurrection. It ſeems he had appeared to many of 
the diſciples, who had informed Thomas that they 
had ſeen the Loxp; but he gave no credit to them, 
declaring that, except he had the moſt certain poſ- - 
ſible evidence, he ſhould pay no regard either to 
their 


9 
their teſtimony or to appearances. Some days af- 
terwards it happened that the diſciples were aſſem- 
bled together, and Thomas was among the number. 
Unexpectedly, the doors being ſhut, Jesvs appear- 
ed in the midft, and, when he had calmed their 
minds by ſpeaking peace to them, he calls to Tho- 
mas, and bids him put his finger into his hands, and 
thruſt his hand into his ſide, and “ be not faithleſs, 
„but believing.” Obſerve well the conduct of 
Thomas upon this occaſion ; he ſaw enough to con- 
vince him of all he. wanted to know, he ſaw the 
wounds, he ſaw that it was his - crucified maſter, 
therefore Aren Ou, nou errey Ar To, 5 Krbiog 
uon Mt 6 Oeog pov, Thomas anſwered and ſaid 10 
him, My Loxp and my Gop.” To evade the 
force of this confeſſion of Thomas, much art and 
many quibbles have been reſorted to; and, among 
the reſt, it has been ſuggeſted that the words were 
merely an effuſion of ſurpriſe and aſtoniſhment, and 
therefore not to be regarded as of any conſequence. 
But why ſhould ſurpriſe and aſtoniſhment cauſe him 
to uſe theſe words rather than any other? The force 
of ſudden ſurpriſe, I acknowledge, 1s very great, 
but is not ſuch as to make a man ſpeak what is of 
no conſequence, but, juſt the contrary, to make 
him ſpeak things that are of the utmoſt conſequence, 
to ſpeak the things that really are, and not the 
things that are not. When the gentleman's ſer- 

vant diſcovered our Charles II. under the diſguiſe in 
which he lay in bed, how did the poor fellow's ſud- 
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den ſurpriſe operate upon him? He dropped upon 


his knee, and addreſſed him with the terms King 


and Majeſty; terms, at that time, dangerous to be 


uſed, becauſe true. But theſe true terms were drawn 


from him under the ſuddenneſs of his ſurpriſe, and 
therefore the ſuddenneſs of ſurpriſe operates towards 


the manifeſtation of real truths; and hence, if from 


this cauſe Thomas called his maſter his LoR D and 
his God, his calling him ſo ought to be moſt ſe- 
riouſly attended to, as being the genuine evidence 
of what Thomas was really, and from his heart, per- 
ſuaded that he was. However, 'Thomas's words did 


not proceed from any ſuch cauſe as this. They 
were a conciſe, but complete, confeſſion and decla- 


ration of his faith, deliberately conceived, and from 
conviction, and contain much more in them than 
generally had been imagined. They are in acknow- 
ledgement, that the perſon to whom he addreſſes 
himſelf is the Son of Man, inveſted with all power 
in heaven and in earth; and they are in atteſtation 
of his Divinity, and that he is the Son of GOD. Ku- 
eioc, as is evident from its theme Kugeg, and its deri- 
vative Kugtuw, which ſignifies 10 exerciſe dominion, is 
a perſon that has dominion. This, therefore, Tho- 
mas acknowledges in his crucified Maſter, when he 
ſays to him, O Kuptog pov, and when he addreſſes to 
him the words O Occ pov, he thereby acknowledges 


his Divinity in his union with the Ache, who 
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There has been, it is to be feared, a too general 
miſapprehenſion, that the words under conſideration 
are merely a repetition of the ſame idea; but the 
ideas are totally diſtindt. The former words we 
may, perhaps, the more clearly ſee the force of, if 
we attend to the following particulars: When Jz- 
sus, ſupported by his union with the Aces, had 
gone through all his various. ſcenes of perſecution 
and rebuke, ſinleſs, and without ſpot or blemiſh, 
he, at length, was brought to the laſt ſad acts of 
the dreadful tragedy,. and nailed to the croſs. Un- 
der theſe circumſtances, it was neceſſary that the 
Divinity ſhould withdraw, that all might be accom- 
pliſhed, and Jesvs expire. He withdrew; JEsus 
moſt feelingly exclaimed, ©* My Gop, my Gop, 
„ why haſt thou forſaken me!“ ſoon after which all 
was finiſhed ; he bowed the head, and gave up the 
ghoſt. From the croſs he was removed to the ſepul- 
chre, and on the third day the Divinity reſumed its 
union, and Gop raifed up that ſame Jesvs, who 
was ctucified, from the dead. He raiſed him up to 
be moſt amply recompenſed for all his grievous ſuf- 
ferings, and for the work which he had accompliſh- 
ed, to be a prince and a ſaviour, to be both Loxp 
and CHRIST. Let all the houſe of Ifrael” (faith 
St. Peter, Acts ii. 36.) ©* know aſſuredly, that Gop 
e hath made that ſame Jesvs, whom ye have cru- 
* cified, both Lox D and CHRIS T:“ Kveioy xa XE. 
g. And he himfelf faith to his diſciples, after his 
reſurrection, “ All power is given to me in heaven 


F 2 © and 


„ ſeen, and yet have believed,” 


( 68 ) 


ce and in earth.” This power, it is preſumed, was 
given him as a recompence for his ſufferings, in 


conſequence of his union with the Aoyog; for, the 


Son of God, after the reſurrection of Jzsus, re- 
turning to the boſom of his Father, and to the glory 
which he had with him before the world was, neceſ- 
farily carried with him the crucified Jesvs, in whom 
he, had tabernacled, and there placed him at the 
right hand of the Majeſty on high; and, the union 
{till continuing, all power was devolved upon him ; 
and Gop highly exalted him, and gave him a 
© name that is above every name, that at the name 
© of JEsus every knee ſhould bow, of things in 
& heaven, and things in earth, and things under 
« the earth, and that every tongde ſhould confeſs 
& that Insus Cnur1sT is LorD, or: Krieg Incoug 
ce XD, to the glory of Gop the Father.“ Philip. 
ii. 9. Impreſſed with theſe, or with ſimilar ſenti- 
ments, Thomas, when he ſaw that his crucified 
Maſter really was riſen'from the dead, knowing the 
Power by which he was raiſed, and the conſequences 
that followed from that reſurrection, in this exalta- 
tion, moſt amply, and without any reſerve, makes 


a full confeſſion of his faith, O Kupzog pov x 6 


Oꝛog uo; a confeſſion which the Lokrp received 
with full approbation, as appears by the anſwer 
which he made to Thomas, ** Becauſe thou haſt 
c ſeen, thou haſt believed,” namely, that I am 0 
Krgicg x04 6 Ocog, 55 Blefied are they that have not 
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But it will be neceſſary to give this matter a little 
farther conſideration. Our LoR D had ſaid to Tho- 
mas, My yivov mig og, aa mio ; in the tranſlation, 


«© Be not faithleſs, but beheving;” which appears to 


be erroneous; for, @i5o5 does not properly ſignify 
believing, but perſuaded, convinced: its theme is vel, 
perſuadeo, and it is formed from the perfectum paſ- 
ſive; and, however it may ſeem in ſome inſtances 
to have an active ſignification, its general and pri- 
mary ſignification is paſſive. By ſome it is thought 
never to have an active ſignification; and, perhaps, 
it would be very difficult to prove the contrary from 
any inſtances in the New Teſtament. In the preſent 
inſtance, however, its ſignification 1s undoubtedly 
paſſive ; for, otherwiſe, Thomas would be required 
to believe the fact to be true, when he had ocular 
conviction, and &#rew that it really was true; which 


would have been abſurd, inaſmuch as faith is inap- 


plicable where there is the certainty of conviction, 
The meaning, therefore, of the words under confi- 
deration is, Be no longer doubtful, and in a ſtate 
of uncertainty, as you hitherto have been, but 
* know, and be convinced, by the ſenſible evidence 
c which is now afforded you, of my being in truth 
*© riſen from the dead.“ And the anſwer of Thomas 
to Ins Maſter confirms to us the truth of this inter- 
pretation; for, inſtead of ſaying, that he now be- 
lieves the truth of his reſurrection, it is very re- 
markable, that he does not ſay a word upon the ſub- 
ject, but confines himſelf entirely to a declaration of 
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his faith in the perſon of his bleſſed Maſter, as Gon 
and Man, which he could now well believe him tq 


be, as he had ſuch indiſputable aſſurance of his be- 
ing riſen from the dead. 


Again: Our Loxp fays to Thomas, Becauſe 

c thou haſt ſeen me thou haſt believed.” Believed 
what? Believed that he was riſen from the dead? 
But Thomas's words were not expreſſive of any ſuch 
faith; they were expreſſiye only of his faith in the 
perſon of his Maſter, g grounded indeed on the ſenſi- 
ble aſſurance he had of his re urrection, but without 
any direct reference to it; therefore, the words 
c thou haſt believed” do not relate, as ſome have 
imagined, to a faith in the reſurrection, but to a 
flaith in the divine perſon of our Loxb, of which, 
as there could not then be any ſenſible evidence, ſo 
could it only be an object of faith. The remaining 
part of our Lon p s reply to his diſciple i is, © Blefſed 
68 are they, Y un Hoyres Koen cbt, who, with- 
« gut havi ing ſeen, are, nev ertheleſs, believers;“ 
where the word WIGEVTAVTES muſt refer to the faith 
juſt before expreſſed by T homas; a faith not in the 
„alt of the reſurrection, but in the divine perſon of 
his Maſter, ſo that the bleſſing here pronounced i 18 
applicab! e to thoſe only who believe in the divine 
perion of Insus CuxrisT, and who can lay to him, 
with an afſt ſurance of faith equal to that expreſſed by 
St, Thomas, 0 Kuz40s ucu 204 6 Ocog prov, My Lorn 
AND MY GoD ; ; ny other interpretation of the 
above, 


6 


above, the paſſage appears to be ps of without 
quibbles and evaſions, 


To the extracts which have been already made 
from the Holy Goſpels.I add no more, although 
very many more might have been produced. Theſe 
are ſufficient to convince any ingenuous mind, and 
more would only have ſerved to increaſe the bulk of 
the publication, and, perhaps, have added nothing 
to its effect. If the reader ſhould be ſurprized at 
my not having availed myſelf of our Loxy's mira- 
cles, as being ftrong evidences of his Divinity, my 
anſwer is, I acknowledge, from the manner in which 
they were wrought, that they are moſt ſtrong evi- 
dences of it; but, as the prevailing humour has been 
to conſider miracles merely as evidences of a divine 
miſſion, I am willing, on this occaſion, to be con- 
tent with that opinion. It ſufficiently anſwers my 
| purpoſe, becauſe it eſtabliſhes, on the moſt ſure 
grounds, the veracity of the perſon who performs 
them; and the whole that I wiſh is, that our LoRD 
may be believed, when he ſays IJ and the Father 
6 are one;” when he ſays, © As the Father knows 
* me, even ſo know I the Father;” when he lays, 
& All things whatſoever the Father hath are mine.” 
When our Lord uſeth theſe and other expreſſions 
of a like tendency, his great and mighty works moſt 
fully aſſure us of the truth of them. Believe me 
“ (he faith himſelf), that I am in the Father, and 
5 the Father in me; or elſe believe me for the very 
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ec zworks" ſake.” So that he himſelf makes miracles 
to be evidences of his own veracity when he aflerts 
his union with the Father; and, therefore, as all 
parties are willing to admit that miracles moſt firmly 
eſtabliſh the truth of the perſon by whom they are 
performed, I have been contented with that opi- 
mon, without urging the divine omnipotence of him 
who faith to the Leper, I will, be thou clean ;": 
who commandeth the winds and the ſea to be calm, 
and they obey him; and who faith to the dead man, 
66 1 ſay unto thee, ariſe!“ and he is alive again. 


| W then ſhewn, and, I think, unanſwerably, 
that the Goſpels aſſert the Divinity of the Son of. 
Gop; that they teach us, that the Son of Gop 1s 
God in the unity of the Divine nature with the Fa- 
ther; it is now my intention to examine the other 
parts of the New Teſtament, and to produce, if any 
ſuch there are, corroborating proofs of this great 
truth. But, firſt, it will be neceſſary to premiſe, 
that, after our LoxD's reſurrection, a new branch of. 
the Divine diſpenſation towards mankind began to 
be diſplayed. Hitherto it had been the ſuffering 
Ixsus only, the deſpiſed and rejected man of ſor- 
rows, ſupported indeed under his mighty conflicts 
by his union with the Divinity; but, nevertheleſs, 
bearing all the heavieſt burthens of the blackeſt and 
moſt undeſerved reproach. After his reſurrection 
" theſe conflicts were all at an end. He was no longer 
the ſuffering, but the triumphant, Jusvs, advanced 
to the right hand of God, where all power was given 
| ; to 


; Ti) 


to him both in heaven and in earth, and where be 
was to reign, as a prince and a ſaviour, until all his 
enemies were ſubdued unto him. Under theſe cir- 
cumſtances, we muſt not be ſurprized if we find the 
minds of the diſciples and apoſtolical writers almoſt 
wholly abſorbed in the greatneſs of this moſt won- 
derful diſpenſation, ſo that their language chiefly 
turns on their Maſter exalted into the fulneſs of 
power, ſeldom touching on his union with the Di- 
vinity, which is preſuppoſed in his exaltation; and 
without which, it may be preſumed, that exaltation 
never would have taken place: for, indeed, the ex- 
altation of IEsus to the right hand of Gop, and in- 
veſted with all power both in heaven and earth, was 
a moſt ſtupendous act, and only to be accounted 
for by his union with the Divinity; and therefore 
the very exaltation is a proof of the Divinity of the 
Son of Gop, who, as Gop, alone could place him 
at ' the right hand of Gop. He was his partner, 
if without irreverence it may be ſpoken, during 
all his ſufferings here upon earth, He was his 
partner when he aroſe from the dead, and as ſuch 
he carried him with him into the higheſt heavens, 
and placed him “far above all principality and 
„power, and might and dominion, and every 
** name that is named, not only in hn world, but 
« alſo in that which is to come. But, however 
the Sacred Writers delight 3 to dwell on this 
great and very high advancement of the man Ixsus, 
and in him of human nature, they, neverthelets, 
when the occaſion calls for it, moſt ſtrongly, and 

| une- 
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unequivocally, aſſert the Divinity of the Son of 
God, as ſhall now be exemplified. For this pur- 
| pole many paſſages might be cited from the Acts of 
the Apoſtles; as, particularly, Acts i. where the 
Apoſtles, aſſembled together for the purpoſe of elect- 
ing a perſon into their number, in the room of Ju- 
das, addreſs their Mafter in theſe terms, „Thou, 
* Lorp, which knoweſt the hearts of all men, ſhew 
£yhether of theſe two thou haſt choſen.” In like man- 
ner, Acts ii. 39. 5 For, the promiſe is to you and 
F£ to your children, and to all that are afar off, as 
% many as the Loxp our Gop ſhall call ;” mpog xa- 
Nec Kupog 0 Ocog N Theſe, with ſeveral other 
paſſages, I paſs over, and ſhall confine myſelf to one 
only, than which an honeſt and ingenuous mind 
cannot wiſh for one more decifive, 


Acts xx. St. Paul at Miletus, taking his laſt leave 
of the Chriſtians there, and of the elders of the 
church, whom he had ſent for from Epheſus, to 
meet him, in a moſt affectionate manner lays before 
them with what aſſiduity he had ſerved them, and 
that he had not ſhunned to declare to them tlie 
whole counſel of Gop. He then exhorts them, in a 
moſt ſerious and {olemn manner, as they would not 


fee his face any more, to take heed to themſelves, 


and to all the flock over the which the Hory 
Guos had made them overſeers, “to feed (faith 
he) the church of Gop, which he hath purchaſed 
& with his own blood :” mo aiouy T1 exxAnoiav TOU 


Ocoy 
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Q:pv ivy Weep ono aro dic TOV 1040U HUMLGTOS > words plain 
as they are ſtrong, and that ſeem to be incapable of 
admitting two opinions concerning them ; but the 
metaphyſical mind, ſtored with the fubtleties of the 
ſchool of Alexandria, and accuſtomed to draw con- 
cluſions from out of its own flimſy texture, revolts 
at the idea which theſe words ſo plainly preſent to 
us. The blood of Gop could not be ſhed, there- 
fore the words are figurative, hyperbolical. | 


In anſwer to this, let it be obſerved, that there 
are certain rules whereby figures of ſpeech, whether 


the hyperbole, or any other figure, may wan 
be known and determined. 


Firſt. If neither the occaſion, nor the circum- 
ſtances of the perſon ſpeaking, are ſuch as to re- 
quire a figurative mode of expreſſion, then there is 
the greateſt reaſon in the world to conclude that 
what is ſaid is not figurative. 


Secondly. If the words uſed are capable of being 


interpreted intelligibly without a figure, then are 


they, even to a demonſtration, not figurative. The 
aid of figures is then only to be called in when nei- 
ther truth nor ſenſe are to be obtained without them; 
but, where the reverſe of this is the caſe, the ſuppo- 


ſition of a figure is only the poor refuge of a preva- 
ricating mind. | 
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Let us then examine the Apoſtle s words by the 
d rules which we have here given. 


Pirſt The occaſion on which the Chriſtians of 
Miletus and the elders from Epheſus were aſſembled 
was ſo far from requiring any figurative ſpeech to be 
uſed toward them, excepting ſuch only as was at 
that time in common uſe among them, that it re- 
quired only the plaineſt and the moſt direct that could 
be uſed. They were aſſembled to hear the laſt fare- 
wel of their beloved Apoſtle, and to receive thoſe 
inſtructions from his mouth which ſhould eſtabliſh 
them in the truth, and which they were aſſured they 
ſhould never hear perſonally from him again: but 
unuſual ſigures of ſpeech were totally foreign to this 
occaſion of their being aſſembled, and, however 
they might have added to the embelliſhment of the 
| ſpeaker's diſcourſe, would have contributed nothing 
towards their eſtabliſhment in the truth. 


Secondly. The circumſtances of the apoſtle were 
ſuch as to forbid him the uſe of wnreceſſary figures 
of ſpeech. For, he was not only taking his per- 
ſonal farewel of them, but he was to leave a laſting 
impreſſion upon their minds, and which they might 
think of after he had left them, of the great Chriſtian 
truths which he had inculcated while among them. 
But were hyperbolical expreſſions calculated for this 
end? Did they not tend to effect a direct contrary 
purpoſe ? Did they not tend to lead them into 

error, 


677 
error, rather than to eſtabliſh them in the truth? 
As, in the preſent inſtance, where the Apoſtle tells 
them that Gop had purchaſed the Church with his 
own blood; this, if hyperbolical, was not ſtrictly 
true; and, of courſe, the truth lay in oppoſition to 
what the Apoſtle ſays. But, if the truth was, 
that Gop had not purchaſed the Church with his 
own blood, how naturally would the Miletians, from 
this expreſſion of the Apoſtle, have been led into . 
the contrary opinion, that he had? and thus St. 
Paul, inftead of eſtabliſhing truth among them, 
would have been the cauſe of eſtabliſhing error. 
This, therefore, renders it ſomething more than 
probable that the expreſſion is not figurative or hy- 
perbolical; and this is confirmed to us ſtill more 
ſtrongly by this farther conſideration, that the words 
are capable of being interpreted intelligibly without 
a figure; for, they inculcate the great and ve- 
ty important truth of the Divinity of him whoſe 
blood was ſhed upon the croſs. It was the blood of 
Jesvs that was there fhed : it is here called the 
blood of Gop; therefore, IEsus is Gop. This is 
a plain intelligible truth ; plain and intelligible in its 
terms, and therefore needs not the aid of the hyper- 
| bole, or of any other figure, to accommodate it to 
our minds. But, if St. Paul calls the blood of Jz- 
sus Gop's own blood, he could not call it fo in 
ſtrictneſs of ſpeech, and, therefore, muſt have ſpo= 
ken figuratively. He called it fo in ſtrictneſs of 
ſpeech ; for, the union of the Divinity with Jzsvs, 
whereby 
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thereby Gor and man was one Chriſt, rendered 
the blood of Jeſus the blood of Gop, 6:cv dey au, 
On the ſame principle, (1 John, iii. 16.) St. John 
fays, Ev Tovrw eeuc THY Cy amv Tov Ocov, ors eng 
UTP nuwv Thy Uynv avrov cms. © Hereby perceive 
we the love of Gop, becauſe he laid down his life 
for us.” The life of Jeſus, by the perſonal union 
with the Divinity, was the life of Gop., 


If we chuſe to enter into metaphyſical diſquiſitions 
upon this great ſubject, and bewilder ourſelves with- 
aut end, we doubtleſs may; but, after all our diſqui- 
ſitions, we muſt be forced at laſt to return to the 
queſtion: What is it the inſpired Evangeliſts and 
Apoſtles have written? and will the reſult of our 


diſquiſitions be conformable with what they have 


written? for, without Revelation, the utmoſt of our 
exertrons will terminate only in darkneſs and uncer- 
tainty. If we believe the ancient Heathen Sages, 
whofe minds aſſuredly were as powerful and compre- 
henſive as the minds of any of our modern Sages, 
they, while they were purſuing the bent of their own 
minds, toiled and laboured only in an ocean of per- 
plexities. When they thought they ſaw light, queſ- 
tions would ſtill ariſe, which plunged them into dark- 
neſs again. Socrates felt this, and acknowledged it: 
numberleſs others, both antient and modern, doubt- 
leſs have felt the ſame, but have not had the ingenus 
ouſneſs of Socrates to acknowledge it; but, acknow- 


ledge it or not, of the fact we are moſt certain; for, 


the 


8 


che human mind cannot take its range beyond the 


bounds to which the Creator hath limited it, or ex- 
plore thoſe unknown truths which Revelation only 
could acquaint us with. From the things that are, 


the mind indeed can aſcend to the Almighty Crea- 


tor, whoſe workmanſhip they are, and by whoſe 
providential power they are upholden and controlled ; 


but there the mind muſt ſtop, it can aſcend no far- 
ther. The nature and being of the Creator, other- 


wiſe than negatively, perhaps lie beyond all its 
reach, nothing can it diſcover with poſitive certain- 
ty concerning them. The poſſible exertions and 
operations of the Almighty are involved in a cloud 
which our eye is incapable of piercing; when we at- 
tempt it, we only become thereby the more invol- 
ved, and are obliged after all our reſearches, to ac- 


knowledge, if we are honeſt, that they have all ended | 


in wearineſs of ſpirit, and diſſatisfaction; for, the 
deep things of Gop what mind hath ever ſearched 
out! | 


To the queſtion of the officious and prying mind, 
how 1s it poſſible that the Divinity ſhould be fo uni- 
ted tothe man as to become one with it, or without 


either itſelf ſinking into the man, or without the 


man's being abſorbed in the Divinity? To this 
queſtion I. anſwer, that I know no more than the 
enquirer ; it hes far beyond my reach: but of this I 
am certain, that with Gop all things are poſſible ; 
and, if Revelation has aſſured me of the reality of this 


union, 
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union, I can have no doubt of its poſſibility. To 
enquire into the poſſibility of a fact, when we have 
revealed aſſurance of its reality, is abſurd and ir- 
rational in the higheſt degree. The queſtion with 
us is hot, are the doctrines of the New Teſtament 
p6flible ? but, is the New Teſtament a Revelation from 
Goßp? if it is, he is the only ra/ional Chriſtian who 
receives it as ſuch; and that only is rational Chriſti= 
amty which is in conformity with its doctrines. 
Let me not be ſuppoſed to mean, as ſome will be 
forward enough to ſuggeſt, that we ate to lay afide 
our reaſon in interpreting the New Teſtament : far 
otherwiſe ; our reaſon is to be exerted in the ſevereſt 
manner, that it may be interpreted with truth, that 
no falſe doctrines be fathered upon it, that it be in- 
terpreted conſiſtently, and ſo as not to contradict 
itſelf, and that the interpretation be ſupported and 
juſtified by the ooras interpreted. Let vog ⁊cu vi/igov 
Oꝛcv be interpreted according to the words; and let 
oͤcg imply the fame here as it implies when it is 
ſaid vic; 70v av3wrov, and then will my reaſon tell me, 
and ſo will every man's reaſon tell him, (if he is not 
deranged,) that, by the ſame rule by which the So 
of Man is Man, the Son of Gov is Gop; and hu- 
man reaſon, can never be more at variance with itſelf 
than when it denies it, ſince no geometrical truth 
that ever was demonſtrated is more certain than 
this. Again, let the words yy T:gmomraro dic r 
diov cuiperrrog, and ori ene be jaw THY . eur 
&yxe, be interpreted according to the words, as you 

7 Vould 


(e 
would interpret any other Greek writer, and thus 


plainly ſignify, that Gop purchaſed the Church with 
his own blood, and that he laid down his life for us. 


Here, ſuppoſing the words to come from any com- 


mon unauthoriſed perſon, after examination, you 
moſt probably would reject them; but, in the preſent 
caſe, ſomething elſe is, and firſt, to be conſidered : 


From whom do they come ? and by what authority 
are they ſpoken? Are they, or are they not, the 


words of an inſpired writer? Have they, or have 
they not, their authority from the inſpiration of the 
Gop of Truth? If they have, nothing upon earth 
can be more irrational, more diametrically contrary to 
reaſon, than to reject them as untrue. But it will be 
ſaid, by the words we are to judge of the inſpiration ; 
and, if they are impoſſible, or unworthy of God, 
they are not the words of inſpiration. 'True, where 
the inſpiration of the ſpeaker is not firſt ſufficiently 
cſtablithed ; but, in the preſent caſe, the inſpiration of 
the ſacred writers is ſufficiently eſtabliſhed by the 
miraculous powers which they had, and by the gift 
bf tongues; therefore their inſpiration is not to be 
judged by what they ſay, but what they ſay is de- 
termined to be true by their inſpiration ;- becauſe, 
what is ſpoken by perſons inſpired by the Gop of 
Truth can neither be impoſſible nor unworthy of 
Gon, and is, and muſt be, true. However, I ſhall 
not eater farther into this matter here, as the ſubje& 
ſhall be "reſumed : at preſent, we are to, examine 
what proofs can be produced, from St. Paul's Epiſ- 
8 * tles, 
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tles, that the Son of Gop 1s Gop. Of the forego- 
ing paſſages, from the Acts and St. John's Epiſtle, I 
acknowledge there are various readings; but I know 
not that their truth ever has been eſtabliſhed, nor do 
I well fee how various readings at this time of day 
tend to eſtabliſh any thing, unleſs there is ſome pal- 
pable blunder in the copy received; for, admit the 
various reading 1n oppoſition to the copy received, 


what is the conſequence? The reading of the copy 


received then becomes a various reading to that 


which you admit, and ſo on ad infinitum, fo that you 


will never be able to fix with any certainty. How- 
ever, of the paflage which I am about to produce 
from the Epiſtle to the Romans, I know not that 


there is any various reading; if there is, let it be eſ- 


tabliſhed (if poſſible) in oppoſition to the received 


text, but do not let the nothing-proving objection 
be urged againſt it, “that there is a various reading 
of the paſſage”. Romans ix. '5. St. Paul having 
moſt pathetically lamented the fall of the Jews from 
the very great privileges which had belonged to 
them, ſays, ©* Whofe are the fathers, and of whom 
„CHRIST came according to the fleſh, who is over 


6e all, Gop bleſſed for ever, Amen.“ O wy en. 


Woxvrwy Ocog evacyyr0S cg TOUS ανẽ , AU. The great 
Mr. Locke interprets theſe words thus, in his para- 
phraſe, Who is over all, Gop be bleſſed for 
«© ever, Amen;” and for what reaſon he thus inter- 
prets them was beſt known to himſelf, for I do not 


remember that he aſſigns any reaſons at all for it. It 


he 


£& pw» OT 


( 83) 
he thought himſelf juſtified in the interpretation by 
the various reading of any copy different from ours, 
he ſhould have ſaid ſo, for moſt aſſuredly Osog evas- 
ynrc5 does not ſignify © Gop be bleſſed;“ and 


therefore his interpretation is altogether unwarranta- 
ble and falſe, ; 


To a mind that is unwarped by prejudice, there 
appears to be internal evidence in the text (as we 
now have it) of its being the genuine and true 
reading; for, the Apoſtle ſays, e wy Npigog To ore 
oopxax, Of whom CurIsT came according to the 
fleſh.” In other words; the affertion 1s, that the 
derivation of CI RIS from the Jews was only accor - 
ding to the fleſh, and conſequently it implies, that 
he had a derivation that was not according to the 
fleſh. Now, as the Apoſtle carries on the ſentence ſtill 
ſpeaking of Cur1sT, it naturally required that he 
ſhould tell us what that derivation was, that 1 * what 
CarisT was not according to the fleſh. But, ò wv em. 
ware, without the remaining part of the ſentence, 
tells us nothing at all of the kind; nothing that can 
be ſet in oppoſition to the 20 xa7# copxx, inaſmuch 
as CuRisT as man is exalted to the right hand of 
Gov, and all power given to him; fo that ftill the 
queſtion occurs, What was he? but not x74 came. 
If we follow our text, the Apoſtle tells us clearly and 
explicitly, he was Gop bleſſed for ever;” whereas, 
alter the text, and read evAoy470c 6 Ococ, and, while 
the Apoſtle ſoems to tell us ſomething, he in fact 


tells nothing at all, as he leaves us ſtill uninformed 
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(84) 

what CHRIST was, but not according to the fleſh, 
which the paſſage obviouſly reguired that he ſhould 

have informed us. What occaſion, what call, had 

the Apoſtle for uſing the words To xate capa, if 
Cuklsr was not what was not according to the fleſh ? 

for, if he was only man, his deſcent from the Jews could 
be only by human derivation, and therefore the ad- 
dition according to the fleſh” was altogether ſuper- 
fluous, as no one would have a doubt, but that, if he 

was deſcended from the Jews, it muſt have been in 

| that way. Moreover, let it be conſidered, that the 
5 words Oro; e ονο are the finiſhing period of the 
Apoftle's chmax. They had not only the very ſin- 

» gular honour of having Cur1sT deſcended from them 
according to the fleſh, but that honour was till 
more highly enhanced, becauſe the CRS, deſcen- 
ded from them, was over all, Gop bleſſed for ever; 


. 
- — - 
* 


in ſhort, every examination of the words affords 
us internal proofs, that they are the genuine words 
of the Apoſtle, and that the Ozog enoyyrog is by him : 
applied to CHRIST, and therefore the Apoſtle's teſti- 8 
mony is, that ChRIS, the Son of Gop, is Gop. : 
My next teſtimony from St. Paul's Epiſtles ſhall be wa 
from his epiſtle to the Philippians 11. 6. Who, being / 
ce jn the form of God, thought it not robbery to be 5 
& equal with God.” The Greek is, Os e poppy Ocov xy 
vrac , UN, cg / pov 1YnTCTO TO se 100 OEC. he * 
queſtion here is, What is the ſignification of the word 7 


bn? Has it the ſame ſignification as in the words 
which follow? A eaurou Noe NU GouAou e. 
Meogp4 


6 

Moppy undoubtedly ſignifies, as in our tranſlation, 
form, or character; but it ſignifies alſo perſon, as may 
be ſeen in Xenophon's deſcription of Cyrus, vow pes 
In T1; buvxns ua. THE MOPOHE TOLOUTNY ec 01004140 
ice ri. Such is recorded to have been his natural diſ- 
poſition and perſon; therefore, Ev yopÞy Ocov bp ler 
may be tranſlated being * Gop,' that is, 
ſubſtantually. 


To this probably it will be objected, that the ; 


po Pn ovaov muſt ſignify the perſon, that 1s, the ſub- 
ſtance of a ſervant ; which is abſurd. 


In reply it may be anſwered, that there is no ne- 
ceſſity for giving wopPyy, in this latter inſtance, the 
ſame ſenſe as in the former; for, as it is certain that 


the word popÞy bears the two ſenſes of perſon and 


form, or character, whether of the ſenſes it is to have 
will be determinable by the word with which. it is 
combined; thus, when it is combined with vTagywy, 
it will ſignify perſon, becauſe vrapywy i popfy 1s ex- 
preſſive of perſonal efſence ; when combined with AuGwy, 
it will expreſs form, or character, becauſe Ew uopÞny 
expreſſes an aſſumption of the charaFer which the 
perſon ſuſtains. Hence wopÞy JovAcu N is the aſ- 
ſumption of ſomething which did, not appertain to our 
Lord : ſomething (if I may ſo expreſs myſelf) adventi- 
tious to him. Whereas, Ex p.opÞy Ocov vrepyy expreſ- 
ſes his perſonal and neceſſary exiſtence. It was no aſ- 
ſumption, nothing adventitious, — ſuperadded 
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to what he really was; he exiſted e jpopty Ocov, perſo- 
nally Gop; but EAABE Ref deren, and that he 
might take that yorm, that character, to himſelf, :xvrov 
ee e As then e popT 4 ©:0v urapy,wy appears to have 
been neceſſary to the Son of Gop, and jpop7y Jounou 
to have been only an aſſumption adventitious to him, 
therefore it may be preſumed, that voo7y hath not 
the ſame force in both inſtances, and that in the 
former it is to be interpreted of perſon, in the latter 
of form, or character. Should it however be ſaid, as 
by ſome perhaps it may, that po: ſignifies per- 
ſon in both inſtances, becauſe it was a fact that our 
Lox, in taking human nature upon him, ev oH 
c. V pvr co Ye HOHE, did thereby take upon him poghyy 
doo, then it would effectually ſettle what has been a 
diſputed point, namely, that he was Oz in the ſame 
degree, and to the full extent of the Divinity, as he was 
Ace to the full extent and meaſure of humanity. 


Epiſcopius upon this ſubject (Queſt. xxii.) argues, 
that u, govacy cannot ſignify formam effentialem, 
and of courſe therefore it cannot have the ſame fig- 
nification as peeZy Ocov: his words are, Forma ſervi 
non poteſt fegnificare formam eſſentialem, quia ſervum eſſe 
nunquam ſiguiicat aliud quidguam ſervili conditione eſſe. 
Adeo, ut Arifloteles ſubſtantiam accidentarium quid 
faciat ſervo? But his reaſoning does not ſeem to be 
by any means conclutive, as the reverſe of Ariſtotle's 
poſition is the fact, and ſervili conditione efſe is acci- 
dentarium to perſon or ſubſtance. Moptyy, it will be 


A 

ſaid, does not in the preſent inſtance refer to the 
abſtract idea of a ſervile character, but to the form, 
or ſubſtance, in which that character was ſuſtained. 
Our LoRp, « U c. proc YE!0PEv0G, took upon 
himſelf the perſon of a human flave, ext Uh dodo; 
he did not take upon himſelf the abſtract idea of a 
ſervile charafer, but the ſubſtance, the poppy», to 
which that character was annexed; and, the juſtneſs 
of this interpretation being allowed, it will be ſaid, 
as the ſame word H is applied to our Lord's di- 
vine exiſtence as to his human, therefore, in 
whatever degree or extent of humanity-he was a- 
wog, in the ſame degree and extent of Divinity he muſt 
be Oꝛog; but he was man to the full extent of our 
human nature, therefore muſt he be Gop to the 
fulleſt extent of the divine nature. 


Es 


But if the ſenſe of the Apoſtle, when he uſes the 
words 6; & H 9:0v , be, as hath been ſuppo- 
ſed, who being perſonally Gop,” what follows muſt 
be ſtrangely interpreted, if rendered he thought 
it not robbery to be /ike unto Gop.” For, what has 
likeneſs to do where there is reality? The perſon of 
man is never ſaid to be the reſemblance of man, 
neither is the perſon of Gop the reſemblance of 
Gop, but muſt be, and really is, Gop, as truly and 
certainly as the perſon of man is man. 


— 


But, beſides this, the word wog does not ſignify 


lite; and, if we may ſpeak with certainty concerning 
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the ſignification of any word in ſo various a lan- 
guage as the Greek, it never has that ſignification 
ſimply, nor indeed in any other reſpect; for, al- 
though likeneſs may in ſome caſes happen to be the 
reſult of equality, that is all accidental, and does 
by no means follow from the ſignification of the 
word wes; for, if it did, then might diſſimilar figures, 
which are equal to each other, be ſimilar figures ; 
which is abſurd and impoffible. 


They, who urge the word wc is to be interpreted 
like, deceive themſelves by the indeterminateneſs of 


the Engliſh word, which is applicable to equality as 
well as to reſemblance. Thus we call equal weights 


like weights ; but, in this caſe, evidently the ſignifi- 
cation of tlie word is equality, and not reſemblance. 


Moreover, like is a word of compariſon, which «© 0; 


is not; we; is a poſitive word, admitting of no degrees 
of compariſon ; and therefore its fignification cannot 
be ihe, | 


The words of St. Paul, then, after every examina 
tion of them, appear to be a ſtrong unequivocal 


proof of the Divinity of the Son of Gop, who, 


being Gop, and therefore having equality with 


Gop, euro exerure, had humbled himſelf, and, be- 
coming man, took upon himſelf the form of a ſer- 


vant, the perſon of a human ſlave, and as ſuch un- 
derwent the death of the croſs. 


The 


r 


The next paſſage that I ſhall produce, ſhall be 
from the Epiſtle to the Coloſſians i. 15, &c. Who 
ce js the image of tlie inviſible Gop, the firſt-born 


« of every creature; for by him were all things cre- 


c ated that are in heaven and that are in earth, viſi- 
c ble and inviſible, whether they be thrones, or do- 
© minions, or principalities, or powers; all things were 
« created by him, and for him: and he is before all 
« things, and by him all things conſiſt.” Og &w 
ety Tov Oe Tov nonerrov MKUTOTOXOG TOXINS HTIT EW 
born ſuperior to every creature.” The Apoſtle is 


here giving a deſcriptive character of the Son of 


God, and he deſcribes him in terms which are com- 
patible only with a perſon who 1s Gop, as the Crea- 
tor of all things, and the Upholder of all things muſt 
be; which he here affirms that the Son of Gop is. 


But it will be proper to take ſome notice of the 
words &xwy ro O:ov Tov zopcrevo Mr Locke, the a- 
vowed enemy of what he calls the orthodoxy of the 
Church, in his note on 2 Cor. 1v. 4. in effect gives us 
to underſtand that the ſignification of the word «ny is 


% mirror,” and that Cur1sT was no otherwiſe the 


image of Gop than the Apoſtles were the images 
of himſelf by their large and clear communications 
of the Goſpel, and by their repreſenting as mirrors 
the glory of the Lord; and that in this ſenſe 
they were the images of CHRIST as CHRIST is the 
image of Gop.” But, I apprehend eπν can in no 
ſenſe whatever be interpreted a mirror, or an inſtru- 
ment of reflection; it is, we all know, an image, a 

las | figure, 
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figure, a ſtatue, an impreſſion upon a coin, a gra- 


phical delineation, a figure repreſented from a mir- 
ror; but that it ſhould ſignify a mirror is what (I 
conceive) cannot be warranted by any inſtance 
whatever in the Greek language. 

Mr. Locke's idea is, that Moſes, by approaching to 
God in the mount, had a communication of glory from 
him which irradiated his face. In like manner, he 
ſuppoſes that the face of JESUS CHRIST was irradia- 
ted with a greater and permanent degree of glory from 
Gop, and that hence he is called by the Apoſtle the 
image of God. But was it ever heard in' any language 
that the illuminated ſubject was the image of that 
which illuminated it? that a ſpeculum was the image 
of the ſun; or a looking: glaſs, reflecting the figure 
of a man, was the image of a man? We therefore may 
with the fulleſt aſſurance pronounce, that CHRIS is 
not called the image of Gop on any ſuch account as 
is aſſigned by Mr. Locke. However, let us ſuppoſe it 


to be otherwiſe, and that he is therefore, and therefore 


only, called the image of Gop, becauſe he was irradiated 
with a permanent and greater degree of glory from Gop 


than Moſes, which is the purport of Mr. Locke's argu- 


ment. How will this conſiſt with what St. Paul ſaith of 
him, as already cited, cavroy ex:vwo4, er Euro ? 
For, when did this degradation of himſelf take place ? 
was it before or after the irradiation ? 1f before, 
then for what end was the degradation? if after, 
then it ſhould ſeem the irradiation would have 
been done away by it. However, not to dwell any 

; farther 


9 | 
farther on the miſtaken theory of this great man, moſt 
unworthy of ſo acute a reaſoner, nor to take any 
particular notice of his perverted miſinterpretation of 
the word x&7077&,0pem, to which he gives the ſenſe 
of aron 760/755 3, let us give decidedly from St. Paul 
himſelf the fignification of e Tov Ocov 70v aoerov. 
The image then (ſaith St. Paul) of the God that is 
invifible was born before, or perhaps ſuperior to, 
all creation: all things, whether in heaven or in 
earth, were created by him and for him, and he 
is before all things, and by him all things con- 
fiſt. Will any one be hardy enough after this to 
affirm that wy, when applied to the Son of 
Gop, mcans only a mirror, an inſtrument of 
reflecting the light which it receives, and that 
Cunlsr was no otherwiſe ſuperior to Moſes than 
by his having received a greater influx of divine 
light? If we acknowledge that the Apoſtle was an 
inſpired writer, let us recetve, and acknowledge, 
that what he writes is true, when he teacheth us, 
as he moſt demonſtrably doth, that the Son of Gop 
is God: as a perſon in the Godhead, he has all the 
equal powers and prerogatives of Gop ; as a diſtin 
perſon in the Godhead, he is the am, the image 
25 1t were, the counter-part, of the inviſible Gop. 
And thus it is that he himſelf faith to Philip (as hath 
been already noticed), He that hath ſeen me hath 
* ſeen the Father,” namely, becauſe he is Gop as 
the Father is Gop. But let us proceed with the 
Apoſtle's teſtimony, Coloſſians. ii. 8. Beware 
leſt any man ſpoil you through philoſopl;y and 
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ct yain deceit, after the tradition of men, after the 
& rudiments of the world, and not after CnzisrT; 
for in him dwelleth all the fulneſs of the God- 
© head bodily; and ye are complete in him, which 
ce is the head of all principality and power.” Os eg 
I Ne Wrong Hp Ns Hou eZouo1cg : which latter ex- 
preſfioti appears moſt evidently to be inapplicable, 
without blaſphemy, to any being who is not Gop; 
and on this account I ſuppoſe it is, that we are here 
encountered with a various reading of Ty exaAyoiag, 
inſtead of mans amy xa e,, but the reading is 
prima facie to be rejected; firſt, becauſe it would be 
tautological, the Apoſtle having but a little before, 
c. i. 18. ſaid the ſame; and, ſecondly, becauſe it 
would have no dire& reference to what went 


before. 


The epiſtle to the Coloſſians appears plainly to have 
been written under an impreſſion that they either had 
been, or were in imminent danger of being, corrupt- 
ed by the falſe doctrine which was now beginning 
to. contaminate the Chriſtian Faith. The doctrine 
was concerning the perſon of CuR IST; with regard 
to whom various wild and unintelligible conceits had 
been adopted, and, among the reſt, that CHRIST 
was an inferior being ſent from the pleroma to inhabit the 
appearance of a human being. This wretched and 


phantaſtical conceit the Apoſtle meets directly in 


theſe words, Ev æuνν xaT0X& Way TO WAEWpa The 6:0- 
717%; ; therefore he was not ſent from the pleroma 


and dwelt in him owparnvs; and therefore he was 
| 1 | | not 


5 

not a human being only in appearance, and he was q_ 
#:D&An Tarn #gyns Kot tourtog ; and therefore he was 
not an inferior being: "Theſe few words, as they are 
in the moſt direct oppoſition to the erroneous doc- 
trines at that time beginning to be in circulation con- 
cerning the perſon of CHRISH, ſo do they moſt fully 
eftabliſh this truth, that the Divinity of the Son of 
God is the doctrine of the Goſpel. There was a real 
and perſonal refidence, not temporary but permanent, 
nr, of the whole Divinity in CHRIST, owning, 
i. e. in union with his human nature. | 


From this paſſage of the Apoſtle it is almoſt im- 
poſſible not to obſerve how ſtrongly he foreſaw that 
Philoſophy would prove the bane of Chriſtianity, 
that by its plauſible and inſinuating acts it would de- 
ceive its votaries by feeding their vanity, and thus 
betray them into an inextricable captivity: for, how- 
ever the ſelf-conſequence of the human mind and its 
powers predominate, faith becomes entirely over- 
whelmed by it. Nothing then will be believed that 
is not ſanctioned by its comprehenſion ; and thus we 
hear it is ſaid, that, where myſtery begins, religion 
ends; a moſt ſenſeleſs, and, however adopted by Phi- 
loſophers, a moſt unphiloſophical, aſſertion; for, if 
religion hath any thing to do with the inviſible world. 
how very little is there which is not myſtery, and 
which we are not quite unable to comprehend ? Com- 
prehend, if you can, a ſpiritual body; and yet St. Paul 
tells us there is a ſpiritual body as well as a natural. 

But, 


( 94 ) 


But, if ſpirit is ſo oppoſite to matter, and according 
to our comprehenſion they are as contrary to each 
other as light to darkneſs, will not a ſpiritual body 
be a myſtery? and will it not ſound like a contradic- 
tion in terms? and yet it was exemplified to be 
a truth in the perſon of our Lon after his reſurrec- 
tion. But, notwithſtanding the exemplification, the 
myſtery ſtill remains; for, how can we conceive of 
matter that is not impeded, or of ſpirit that is tangi- 
ble as matter? In hike manner, concerning the per- 
ſon of our Lox p, what will a philoſophical enquiry 
into the ſubject open to us, but a ſcene of confuſion 
and darkneſs? Enquiries will preſent us with difficul- | 
ties, and difficulties will ſucceed difficulties, till, at 
length, bewildered and loſt, we are driven into deſpe- 
ration of folly, and deny the fact, which comes au- 
thenticated to us as à truth by perſons divinely in- 
ſpired by the Gop of Truth. The credit due to their 
aſſertions reſts entirely on the authority by which 
they have made them; and, if that authority is this 
divine inſpiration, what is there in Philoſophy that 
will juſtify us in refuſing credit to their affertions ? 
But, if we deny their inſpiration, to what are we re- 
duced ? Then, where is inſpiration to be found? 
and whither are we to reſort in the ſearch of truth ? 
Without the light of Heaven the mind is involved 
only in endleſs perplexities; ſuch was the ſtate of all 
the ancient Philoſophers, inſomuch that Socrates, 
who is ſuppoſed to have been the wiſeſt of them, at- 


ter a life of more than feventy years ſpent in the pur- 
ſuit 
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ſuit of Truth, found it not. By wiſdom he knew not | 


Gop; and when he died, although with ſuch incre- 
dible fortitude, nothing preſented itſelf even at that 
time to his mind but doubt and uncertainty. Philo- 
ſophy therefore, from what we know of the ages that 
are paſt, is a ſad ſubſtitute for Revelation, a ſubſti- 
tute of unſupported imaginations for truth, of dark- 
neſs and deſpair for light, certainty, and life: and 
hence 1t can be no meaſure of the truth of what an 

inſpired writer faith, when he aſſerts the Divinity of 
the Son of Gop, „in whom the whole fulneſs of the 

*© Godhead dwelt bodily.” . But let us proceed with 

ſome farther teſtimonies of St. Paul to this great 

truth. 2 Theſſ. i. 12. Org ed To oe tov 

Kvug;ou I I1rov X gig oU EY u ά cri Ujpils e HUTW HATH THY 

Nb Tov Ocov 1jpwy, x Kupov Tyrov XSνο”ο; which 

words in our tranſlation are thus, That the name 

of our Lox D JR SUS Car1sT may be glorified in 

* you, and ye in him, according to the grace of our 

 «Gop, andiheLord JESUS CHRIST.“ But ſurely 
the tranſlation of theſe latter words does not ſeem to 
be juſt. There 1s no article in the Greek to juſtify 
tranſlating Kypov ** the Lok.“ In Latin it would 
be as it is in Greek, Dei noſtri et Domini Jeſu Ghrifti ; 
and why ſhould it be otherwiſe in the Englth ? why 

ſhould it not be according to the grace of our Gop 

* and Lord Jrsus ChRIST.“ By all the generally- 

obſerved rules of conſtruction, O-ov in the Greek is 
applied to Insus CuRIST as well as Kuyov; for, ſet- 

ting aſide their being connected by the copulative 

Xa, 
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kaut, they are both governed by the ſame word ap, 


and have the ſame perſonal pronoun belonging to 
both. Had the words been Tov zones or Tov owry- 


eos 1p H Kupoy, would any one then have hefitated 


about the conſtruction ? would not zo or cu⁴νο 
have been referred to Jesus Cnr1sT as well as 


Kg? What then is the rule of conſtruction by which 


Oeov is required not to be referred to him! If the 
rule cannot be produced, as I apprehend it cannot, 
then doth St. Paul manifeſtly in this place ax bay 
Jessus CHRIST our God and Lokp. 


What I have here ſaid may be exemplified and 
confirmed from 2 Peter iii. 18. Abge- de © N- 


 £1Tt HOU tYWWOEL TOV K 222 Kou O ονννð, Inrob Rorgov z 


which is thus rendered in our Engliſh verſion, But 
grow in grace, and in the knowledge vf our Lok b 
* and Saviour JEsUs CHRIST.“ Here, by the known 


rules of conſtruction, Kun is referred to IJꝝsus 
. CunrisT as well as owryqo;, being governed by the 


ſame words, connected by the ſame copulative, and 
having the ſame perſonal pronoun. But, do not all 
theſe things concur in the inſtance above recited from 
St. Paul? why then ſhould there be any difference 
in the mode of conftruction ? the poſition and order 
of the words Ocov il ro Kyu is preciſely the 
ſame as in Kugov npwy cc owihes, It is very ftrange 
that they are to be referred to JESUS CHRIST in the 
latter inſtance, and not in the former, when the or- 


der and poſition of the words and the rule of con- 
' ſtruction 


697.) 


ſtruction are the ſame, in both inſtances: it is -in- 
cumbent therefore on the adverſaries of our LoxD's. 
Divinity to ſhew by what grammatical rule of con- 
ſtruction Tov Kuptov 1juwy e owrHres Inoov Netgov is to be 
conſtrued ** of our Lord and Saviour Jxsus 
CHRIST,” and rob Ocov u xo Kuvgiov Inrov Neigov 18 


not to be conſtrued, * of our Gop and Loxy 
« Ixsus Cunlsr.“ 
But a word or two. more. Otov nw EK von, I 
think, ſhould be interpreted, Dei no/tri æque ac Do- 
mini; for, in the former part of the verſe, the Apoſ- 
tle having ſtyled Insus CRIST our Lon p, in this 
latter part he ſtyles him our Go as well as Lonkp, 
and thus takes off from what otherwiſe might ſeem 
to be an unneceſſary tautology, That the name of 
* our LokD JESUS CHRIST may be glorified in you 


« and you in him, according to the grace of our 
*© Gop as well as LoRD IJESus CHRIST. 


When men come to the New Teſtament with pre- 
conceived prejudices, and under a perſuaſion, that 
Jzesvs CRRIST is not to be called Gop, they are 
but too apt to make every thing bend to that per- 
ſuaſion, and thus even to violate the commoneſt rules 
of conſtruction; but it ſhould be remembered, that 
we are to derive our conceptions from the New Teſ- 
tament, and not to carry them with us to it. 
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If Ou is not here applied by the Apoſtle to IxsvS 
Car1sT, and he is not God, what are we to make 
of the words cr yaw? It appears to be a kind of 
battology, diſcendendo, to talk of the grace of Gop, 
and of the LoRx D J=svs CHRIST. If Jesvs CHRIST 
is merely a human creature, the difference between 

Goyp and him is infinitely greater than between the 
greateſt earthly potentate and the porter of his pa- 
lace. But what language would it be? Whefe was 
ſuch language ever heard as have free acceſs to 
ce the palace, ue Ty N ro epyorres, by the fa- 
« your of the prince and ef the porter? If the 
Scripture muſt be miſinterpreted, men ſhould en- 
deavour to preſerve, at leaſt, the appearance of con- 
ſiſtency: for, if Jxsus CHRIST is not Go, the 
Apoſtle could not have ſaid, with any degree of 
propriety, taking the words even as they ſtand in 
our tranſlation, According to the grace of our 
© Gop and the Lord *. Cuklsr. 
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1 Timothy i 1.1. Tiavnog aTogon0g Ine ov Reicov, 
HAT E7ITOCY NV Ocov gcornpos 1wv, Kar Kupov Iyoov Nosgv. 
In the Engliſh ; Paul an apoſtle of Jzsvs Cnkrsr, 
« by the commandment of Gop our Saviour, and 
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* Lok Jesvs ChRIST.“ Here the tranſlation ma- | 
6 4 nifeſtly does not deviate from the Greek, only there 

4 ſeems to be an error in the punctuation, which ſhould 4 
5 be, By the commandment of Gop, our Saviour 5 
1 Ms ad Loxp, JzsUs CnrIsT.” - 


24 


* 


Ver. 


( 99 9 


Ver. 11. Kr ro every ſc ho TOU Hααοh cov, o 
grige ubm 6h. I have not a doubt, but that the A- 


Xcegiou 'Ozov is applied to CHRIST : the words follow- 
ing plainly prove it. In our tranſlation they are, 
c And I thank CuzisT Jesvs our Lozp, who hath 
cc enabled me, for that he counted me faithful, put- 
« ting me into the miniſtry. But the Greek is, Ka: 
Van £Xw Tw a rs e Npicw IN οο 7 Krgiw 
ius, Lr ig 5 Mynccexo, os A ELS Db where 
Tice jus myyuooro anſwers to eig cyw. However, 
I ſhall not dwell upon this paſſage, as it may be 
a proof of our LozD's Divinity, more by inference 
than direct. But, ſurely, if the goſpel of Jzsus 
Cnr1sT is the goſpel of the bleſſed Gop, and if 
Insus CuRIsꝶ made St. Paul a miniſter of this goſ- 


pel, I think there can be but one e upon the 
ſubject. 


Chap. li. 3- Tovro yag u H node vr eY:077 UV 
70 cr og uw O:ov. On this paſſage many words 
are unneceſſary: for, if JesUs CHRIST is our Sa- 
viour, if © there is no ſalvation in any other,” (Acts 


Iv. 12.) then, either we have two Saviours, or Jzsvs 
CHRIST 1 is God. 


Chap. iii. 16 Kai 0puohoyouueyivs ueye £51 70 __ 
ebe Sclcrg pugnproy* Oeog Pave & oapu. © And 

without controverſy great is the myſtery of godli- 
” neſs, Gop was manifefled 1 in the Neth. - 
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( 290-3 
Chap. iv. 9. This is a faithful ſaying, and 
© worthy of all acceptation;” for, therefore, we 
both labour and ſuffer reproach. Ori n\nrmaper ent 
Ge gern, Of egi cr ww d , Hu ⁴ Wigl. 


It muſt be by ſome ſtrange mode of conſtruction, 


and ſuch as I am altogether unacquainted with, if 
the terms Os Cn are not, in this place, directly 
applied to our, Saviour, who is the faviour of. all 
men, and eſpecially of them that believe; terms 
moſt properly applied to him, becauſe, as St. John 
tells us, © he was Gop;“ and that “in him was 
* life :” and, therefore, if St. John ſpeaks truth, he 
is what St. Paul here truly calls him, ** the Living 
« Gop.” To perſons of a weak and timid faith in 
the Divinity of the Son of Gop, (and why ſhould 
we be timid, when we are ſupported by the New 
Teſtament ?) the application of theſe terms to Ixsus 
CurIsT will appear bold and hardly warrantable. 
But the queſtion is not, whether they will appear to 
be bold and unwarrantable? but, whether they re- 
ally are fo or not? What is the Greek? and what 
the conſtruction of the words? Is not Oxw Gr the 
antecedent to 55? and, is not Jesvs Cunrsr the 
gore? T know of none other; for there is none other 


name under heaven, given amongſt men, whereby 
they muſt be. ſaved. - He is not a Chriſtian who does 


not acknowledge that Jezsus CurisT is the cr 
77'0/TQY Ov) TIO), the ſaviour of mankind. But St. 
Paul faith, © The living-Gop is the ſaviour of man- 
kind; thereſore, it is the doctrine of St. Paul, that 

6 | Jzsvs 
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(610) 
Jz8vs Cnx15T is the living Gop. I am aware of 
the quibble by which it will be attempted to elude 
the force of this argument. That Jzsvs CuRISsT is 
the ſaviour, as the inſtrument; but that the living 
God is the original and true Author of the falva- 
tion; and that, therefore, the terms, living Go, 
by being applied to the ſaviour, are not neceſſarily 
applied to IE sus CHRIST. If Jesus CRIST 1s the 
ſaviour, merely as the inſtrument, detached from 
the Divinity, the terms will not, I own, by any ne- 
ceſſity, be applied to him. But then this is the 
queſtion to be proved; and, therefore, as it never 
has been proved, and, I am perſuaded, never can, 


the objection is merely a quibble, and nothing 
elſe. 
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Chap. v. 21. Aicher bee! eon Tov Ocov, ou 
| Kupov Iyrov Xergov, nou TwY exAertwy Wy ſeNay, WO TRU® 
r Pens, &. I charge thee before Gon, and 
* the Loxd Jesvs CHRIST, and the elect angels, 
that thou obſerve theſe things,” &c. but the con- 
ſtruction of the Greek is, I charge thee before the 
* Gop and LoRD Jesvs ChRTSTH;“ and, why it is 
tranſlated otherwiſe, I own I ſee not; for, if the ar- 
ticle is not redundant, and is to be conſtrued at all, 
it aſſuredly ought to be conſtrued with the ſubſtan- 
tive to which it is prefixed, and not with that to 
which it is not; and then, of courſe, the Apoftle 
again ſtyles Jxsus ChRIST Gop and Lond, ? 
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Titus i. 3. Ey »ypvypart.o mig U eyw ver er- 
1» cov œu⁰ν 5 1 pat Ozov* — Ver. 4. Ein emo Geo 
© 2767p, nou Kugiov Ingov Reugov TOU r NH. 
Here, I think, there can be no doubt, but that the 
ow71pos O:ov of the former verſe is the ſame as the 
gwrypes of the latter; but the latter is diſtinguiſhed 
from Ozov cerrpeg; and therefore the former. The 
Apoſtle ęxpreſſly calls the Lox D JESUS CHRISTH our 
Saviour: he as expreflly ſays, that Gop is our Sa- 
viour; therefore, the Loxp Jzsvs CHRIST is Gop 
our Saviour, perſonally diſtin&, as the Apoſtle hath 
diſtinguiſhed him, from Gop the Father, and, as 
the Son of Gop, neceſſarily muſt be. 


In the next chapter, St. Paul, directing Titus in 


what manner, and with what doctrine, he ſhould in- 


ſtruct thoſe committed to his charge, to the intent, 
ce that they may adora the doctrine of Gov our Sa- 
6c viour in all things,” ſubjoins theſe words, “ For 
5 the grace of Gop, which bringeth ſalvation, 4 

© aus Tov Otcv 4 owrTeiog, hath appeared unto all 
men, teaching us, that, denying ungodlineſs and 
ee worldly luſts, we ſhould live ſoberly, righteouſly, 
ce and godly, in this preſent world, looking for that 
ce bleſſed hope, and the g/orious appearing of the great 
* Gop, and our Saviour IJESUSs ChRIST, who gave 
& himſelf for us, &. EnÞwyuzy ras Jesus rob u- 
Y&A0U Oeον Ku gro reag NH lyscy Xotgovy the glori- 
ous manifeſtation of the great Gop and Saviour of Us, 
i. e. our | Gop and Saviour Jesvs CHRIST ; 


which 


( 103 ) 


Which 1 apprehend to be the true conſtruction of the 
| words, as the perſonal pronoun i u belongs as well 
to peyunov Oeov as to cντιiνο”ge Again, 


| Titus iii. 4. Ore de 1 Nang Aol 4 S. p I 
enePpavy Tov ααοοναννά uc Oeov, „but after that the 
« kindneſs and love of Gop our Saviour toward man 
«« g appeared. If, as the Apoſtle repeatedly tells us, 
Gop is our Saviour, by what arguments of philoſa- 
phical infatuation do men deceive themſelyes, when 
they argue that our Saviour is not Gop ? We do 
not affirm that he i is Gop from any fanciful deduc- 
tions of our own minds; imagination is no ſource of 


our doctrine. We affirm, that he is Gov, becauſi 


the Scriptures have affirmed it; and, if it can be 


proved that the Scriptures have not - affirmed it, 
neither will we affirm it. But all the art and chi- 
canery of more than ſeyenteen hundred years have not 
been able to prove this, nor ever will be able to 
prove it; for, the doctrine is the doctrine of the 
Scripture. 


There is another proof of our Lon p' s Divinity de- 
rived from what follows in the 8th verſe of this 
chapter. This is a faithful ſaying, and theſe 
things I will that thou affirm conftantly, that hey 

*© which. have believed in Gop might be careful to 

maintain good works.” Os werigevnoreg 7% Occ, 
* words the Apoſtle uſes as characteriſtic of the 
Chriflian converts, But how, or in what manner, 
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. 
are they particularly characteriſtic of them? Did 
not the Jews believe in Gop ? They moſt certainly 


did. But the Jews not being any part of Titus“ 


charge, and the words being inapplicable to them, 
therefore they muſt be referred to perſons whoſe 


faith was different from the faith of the Jews, that 


is, to the Chriſtian converts, whoſe faith in Gop 
was different from the faith of the Jews, and was the 
faith, owry;o; npwy Oecv, which the Jews rejected. 


St. Paul, therefore, having characteriſed the Chriſ- 


tians as werigtunoreg Tw Oe, and their faith in Gop, 
differing from the Jewiſh by believing in CnRIsT; 
therefore, he affixes the title of ©:og emphatically to 
CHRIST, who is the Ewryp Oecg. 


We ought now to proceed to the evidence which 
the Epiſtle to the Hebrews will afford us; but, as by 
ſome it has been thought, that St. Paul was not the 
author of that epiſtle, the examination of it ſhall be 
deferred, and we will go on to the General Epiſtle of 
St. James, from which much evidence indeed 1s not 
to be expected, as it is chiefly employed in direct- 
ing the moral conduct of Chriſtians, However, one 
teſtimony we have very full and direct, when he 
calls himſelf Ocov u Kugiov Inrov Xotgov Jovacg, i. e. 
The ſervant of Iꝝsus CHRIST, God and Loxp. But 
although this, perhaps, is the only direct teſtimony 
which the Epiſtle of St. James will afford us, yet the 
Apoſtle plainly intimates to us, that the title Oesg is 
applicable to ſome perſon who was not the Father ; 

for, 


%. 2 
for, he ſays, i. 27. © Pure religion before Gop and 
ce the Father is this,” &c. And again, iii. 9. Ey 
aur evAoyoupey Tov Ocoy tou martgx; © Aerewith bleſs 
© we Gop and the Father,” not even the Father,” 
as it is in our tranſlation, a mode of expreſſion 
not peculiar to St. James, but often uſed alſo by St. 
Paul, who, by ufing the terms Gop the Father as 
well as Gor and the Father, ſeems to intimate to us, 
that the two expreſſions have different extents, A 
diverſity there evidently is in the expreſſions Ocov 
matpog and Ocov xa ; and, as it ſhould ſeem, 
there muſt have been ſome certain cauſe of it in the 
Apoſtle's mind, The diverſity is more ſtrikingly ap- 
parent, Coloſſians ii. 2. Eig enryvouy Tov puugypiov Tov 
Seo xa War; Ka Tov Xpigov, to the acknow- 
« Jedgement of the myſtery of Gop, and of the Fa- 
& ther, and of CHRIST.“ If the Apoſtle here meant 
&© of the God and Father,” his meaning then would 
have been the ſame as if he had expreſſed himſelf 
Oeou ergo; and then how ſhall we account for his 
not having expreſſed himſelf in that manner? How 
ſhall we account for the ſolemnity with which he 
ſpeaks of a myſtery as containing three ſubjects of 
it, when he meant that it contained only two ſub- 
jets, and when he could fo eaſily have hindered us 
from miſapprehending him by writing, as he often 
doeg, O:ov wers? The language 2 Theff, ii. 16. 
is very remarkable. Avrog de d K rig per Tyorovg Rouo- 
T0g, Ka Oescg Hou Warhp Wuwy 0 HyRTNOCG I fuse; AC- 
cording to our tranſlation, © Now, our Lon p Jnsus 
6 CuRIST 
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6106) : 
«© CyrisT himſelf, and Gop even our Father, 
4c which hath loved us;“ where, at all events, 0% 
ſeems to be improperly rendered even; for, the tran- 


ſlation, as it ſhould ſeem, ought to have been either 
and our Gop and Father,“ or the whole ſhould 


have been thus: Now our Loxp Jesvs CnRIST 


% himſelf, and Gop, and our Father, who hath 
loved us.” And here, as we are upon the ſubject, 
the reader will permit me to take notice of a paſlage 
wherein St. Paul uſes a ſimilar mode of expreſſion, 
2 Cor. i. 3. Eunoyyrog 0 Oecg X04 Hα,,² Tov Kupiov npueav 
Ino ov Xowgov; © Bleſſed be Gop even the Father of 
<< our Loxd JEsus CxrisT.” But the tranſlators 
undoubtedly were miſtaken in rendering x even, 
In 1 Peter i. 3. they tranſlate the very ſame words 
Bleſſed be the Gop and Father of our Loxp Ix- 
« sus CHRIST. One of theſe tranſlations certainly 
muſt be wrong : but, 1f I may expreſs my own opi- 
nion, which I do with great diffidence, neither of 
them is ſtrictly right, as I ſee no neceſſity for ren- 
dering 6 ©:o; in the latter inſtance the Gop, any 
more than for rendering x& even in the former. To 
a perſon perſuaded of the Divinity of the HoLy 
GnosT it will appear very probable at leaſt, if not cer- 
tain, that by 5 Oz the HoLy Gnosr is intended in 
both inſtances. St. John, in his Goſpel, tells us, 
xiv. 26. that the Hoy Gnosr is the Comforter, 9 
0: WUPXHANTOG TO WVEUAGE TO ey, Attend then to the 
Apoſtle's words, <* Blefled be Gop, and the Father 
of our Lord Jzsvs CuRISsTH; the Father of Mer- 
6 0108 


(9) 


re cies, and Gop of all conſolation,” warns apes, 


Hueus, where evidently what he aſcribes to the 
waruyp 18 different from what he aſcribes to the 5 Ocos ; 
and, therefore, they are diſtinct perſons. Moreover, 
what he aſcribes to each is characteriſtic of each; 
for, it is characteriſtic of the F ather, that he is mer- 


| ciful; of the HoLy Guosr, that he is the Comforter, 


The Father i 15 the Pather of Mercies, the. Hot 
Grosr the Gov of all Conſolation. 


Once more; 1 Cor. xv. 24. Era To Ae; ore 
EE Thy Bac 7 TW Oe 04 wary. Here again 
Oecg and mary feem to be diſtinct perſons, which is 
intelligible enough to thoſe who believe that there 1 is 
a trinity of perſons in the Godhead, but to others 
muſt be intricate and inexplicable. When the end. 
cometh, when all the purpoſes of the Evangelic: l 
diſpenſation ſhall be finally accompliſhed, then ſhall 
the kingdom, which had been excluſively exerciſed 
by the incarnate Aces, be delivered up Oc, 404 
ere. The vio himſelf will become ſubject ; for, 
the «y)pw7o; will no longer have any ſhare in the 
kingdom, but 5 Osos will be all in all, zz avian N 
7%/1y; and the Ache, who had been in union with. 


the Jan og, will be altogether in the unity of the 
Godhead Ozov, xa arp, 


Should any one object to the interpretation of nat 
by “ and” in the words Os, n. erp, he will be 
pleaſed to oynſider, th if it 1s n even, the 


dif- 
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difference will be more in appearance than in 18075 ; 
inaſmuch as © Gop even the Father” will ftill imply 
a Oo; diſtinct from the Father. For, if by Oeog was 
neceſſarily and excluſively meant the Father, and 
if by the Father was neceſſarily and excluſively 
meant 6 Ocog, the uſe of both terms would be ſuper- 
fluous, and no more information would be conveyed 
by the uſe of both terms than by the uſe of one on- 
ly; ſo that, interpret it as you will, there will not be 
much difference. In the one caſe, Ozog x&i weryp 
will be diſtinſt by implication; in the other, the 
diſtinction will be direct. 


I have farther to obſerve, and therein I appre- 

hend I ſhall meet with no oppoſition from perſons of 

the Arian perſuaſion, that Ozog awry and 5 Osog x 

T1 are marked to be of different imports by the 

omiſſion or addition of the article ; where the words 

are uſed without the intervention of the conjunction, 

the article is conſtantly omitted, and when xa: in- 
tervenes, the article is as conſtantly prefixed. And 

this rule is invariably preſerved, I believe, by all the 

different writers of the New Teſtament, with only 

theſe two exceptions, if indeed they may be called 
exceptions, John vi. 27, Tovroy tyop wernp ec pœ- 
9, o Orog, and Epheſ. iv. 6, eig Ocog xa warn 
a % Beſides theſe two, I know of no other paſ- 
ſages in the New Teſtament which have even the 
appearance of being exceptions to the general rule; 
but I hardly think that theſe two inſtances can with 
any 


(109) 


any propriety be conſidered as exceptions; in the for- 
mer, 0 Ocog is Deus ſcilicet, and the whole paſſage in 
our Engliſh tranſlation ſhould have been rendered 
« For him hath the Father ſealed, that is, Gop ;” 
juſt as the words Matt. xix. 17. are rendered ode 
echo, et py sig, 6 OGeeg. There is none good but 
6. one, Fey is, Gop. In the latter, where the ar- 
ticle is omitted before Oe og d H, it will be pro- 
bably thought, that by reaſon of the word Oeog 
being combined with the numeral eig, it is not 
applicable to the preſent queſtion; this, however, 
muſt be left to the reader's deciſion. One thing on- 
ly I ſhall obſerve, that as Oeog 771 and 5 Ocog nat 
771 are certainly. different expreſſions, they may 
naturally be conceived to have different extents in 
the intentions of the ſacred writers; and that 5 ©: 68 
28 Tex is deſigned to ſignify to us, that the wary, 
is not o Je excluſively. 

From the firſt. Epiſtle of St. Peter we have not. 
much to produce as dire#ly teſtifying to the Divinity 
of the Son of Gov, although the whole, interpreted 
according to the analogy of faith, ſtrongly coincides. 
with the doctrine. However, in the fifth chapter 
v. 2, he expreſſes himſelf in terms which are not ap- 


— 


flicable to any but CnRISTH; for, he ſays mowarxre 70 
8 1 oH Oh - Pavz.w9vr0g Tov a- | 


TOYpEIIG, HO pureto)s TOY ee & do ce pevov. The 
Chief ſhepherd, is he whoſe the flock is; but the 


Apoſtle ſays, the flock of the chief ſhepherd is the 
flock of Gop i rev Orov; therefore the chief 


ſhepherd 
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ſhepherd i is Gop, „for otherwiſe the flock is not the 
flock of the chief ſhepherd: * In the like manner, in 
the preceding chapter, the Apoſtle calls the Goſpel 
of Cux1sT the Goſpel of Gon, „What ſhall be the 

« end (ſaith he) of them that obey not the Goſpel of 
« Gop?” which is often likewiſe the language of St. 

Paul.” Now, when the ſacred writers uſe? indiſcrimi- 
nately the terms Goſpel of Cax157 „or Goſpel 
« of Gop,” What muſt the reader think”; but that 
either there is a double Goſpel, the one diſtinct 
from the other; or, if they are not diſtinct, that 
CartsT and Gop are one? Let Sophiſtry evade this 
as it will, ſuch nevertheleſs will be the opinion 'of 
the bulk of mankind ; if CuRIST is Gop, there is no 
difficulty at all in underſtanding this language of the 
ſacred writers; but, if he is not, we ſhall be unable 
to give any tolerable account of it without a ſtrange 
jumble of poſitions and inferences, and ſuch as will 
ſtill leave us at a loſs to reconcile the looſe careleſs 
manner in which the Apoſtles have expreſſed them- 
ſelves with their inſpiration; if they knew that 
CarisT was not Gop, why ſhould they term that, 

which we all know to' be emphatically and exclu- 
fively the Goſpel of CxrisT, the Goſpel of Gop? 
This is opening ſuch a door to miſtake and miſap- 
prehenſion as it is impoſſible they could have been 
guilty of. If the hiſtorian, in ſpeaking of any parti- 
cular tract of country, ſhould call it the territory of 
Philip, and afterwards ſpeaking of the very ſame 


tract of ney ſhould call it the territory of the 
1 King, 


n 


| King, could you heſitate a moment in pronouncing 


Philip to be a King? Now what is the difference 


between theſe two caſes? abſolutely none; the ter- 
ritory is the territory of Philip, and is called alſo the 
territory of the King, and therefore Philip is King, 
The Goſpel i is the Goſpel of Cunlsr, and is called 


alſo the Goſpel of Gop, therefore Cnnisr is Gop. 
He that can ſhew any difference between theſe two 
caſes may be allowed to offer it as a plea for him 


ſelf in the miſinterpretation of the ſacred writers; 
but, if he can ſhew no difference between them, it 


will not be eaſy for him to Juſtify himſelf in putting 


an interpretation upon the plain words of the ſa- 
ered writers, different from what he would put upon 
the plain and fimilar words of any other writer. 
Again our Lord ſays, Matt. xvi. 18. Upon 
this rock will I build my Church,“ Er: ravry Ty mere 
01000 unTw 440⁰ 7 rm £xAnoizy. But where in the New 
Teſtament is the Church ſpoken of and diſtinguiſh- 
ed other than as the Church of Gop ? I do not know 
that it is even once mentioned under the terms Church 
of CyrIsT; where then are we to look for the 
Church of CnRIsT ? Mov 2 227010 is a limiting 
and excluſive expreſſion; therefore theChurch of 
Carisr and the Church of Gop are one and the 
ſame, or there are two diſtin& Churches, which no 
one will ſay ; ; but, if they are one and the ſame, then 
muſt Cunlsr and God be one and the ſame. Hence 
the ſacred writers, by characteriſing the Church un- 
der the terms Church of God, affix the character of 
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God to Jzsvs Canis, whoſe the Church is from 
its Pu | origin. 


The ſecond Epiſtle of St. Peter with ſome e 
will be thought to be of little authority, as its au- 
thenticity has been doubted ; the Ryle, I own, dif- 
fers from that of the firſt Epiſtle, but I do not ſee 
that this 1s a ſufficient ground of objection, as there 
are a thouſand circumſtances which may occaſion a 
variation of ſtyle; and this Epiſtle, as we under- 
ſtand, was written under the diſconſolate circum- 
ſtances of a priſon. However, I believe there is 
ſufficient evidence that it was written in the Apoſtolic 
age ; and, as the writer expreſſſy ſpeaks of himſelf 
under the name and character of Simon Peter, a 
Servant and Apoſtle of Jesus CHRIST,“ and as there 
is no other poſitive proof, that he was any other 
than Simon Peter, and, moreover, as it 1s not con- 
ceivable that any one in that age would have aſ- 
ſumed to himſelf a name which was not his own, 
and wherein his forgery and falſchood would have 
been ſo certain of being detected, I think we need 
not hefitate a moment about acknowledging the 
Epiſtle to be his, whoſe name it bears. The Apoſtle 
then thus expreſſes himſelf, ch. i. 1, Tos r H 
Actpuot To1gty eu Tnuouoo uy Tov Qcov I c Ku co Inc ou 
Xagov ; To them that have obtained like precious 
faith with us, through the righteouſneſs of our Gop, 
and Saviour Jzsvs. CHRIST.“ There is a various 
reading (I own) of Kro inſtead of Oro; but, 

; | what 


( 113 ) 


Are the Apoſtle's words unintelligible except it is 
ſubſtituted in the room of .@:ov ? Is the doctrine of 
the preſent reading inconſiſtent with the general 
doctrine of the other parts of the Scripture > No: 
nothing of the kind, Therefore, as there 1s no 
manner of call for a various reading, in order to 
make us underſtand the Apoſtle's meaning, or to 
render him conſiſtent with the other Apoſtolical and 


Sacred Writers, I make no ſcruple in pronouncing, 


that the various reading is of no conſequence; and 


that, as it is wholly unneceflary, ſo would it be very 


abſurd to adopt it. 


Ch. iii. 10. HE 8e y „ Kupiov ws XN, &c. 
“ But the day of the Lon p will come as a thief in 
© the night, &c. Seeing then that all theſe things 
* ſhall be diſſolved, what manner of perſons ought ye 
to be in all holy converſation and godlineſs, looking 
6 for and haſting unto the coming of the day of Gop!” 
II ooo Soxavtag Ka Gre uon cr 217 TT HEOUT ION THYS TOU Ozav 
ij uegeg. Here the day of the ſecond coming of our 
Loxp is decidedly and unequivocally called, the 
day of Gop; it was before called the day of our 
Lord, and fo it is frequently called; and, as there 
cannot be a doubt but that the day of CHRIST＋TH is 
thereby meant, therefore the day of CHRIST is 


equivalent to the day of Gon; and, therefore, CHRIST 
is Gop. | 


I | From 


what is the proof that Kupv is the true reading ? 
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From the Epiſtles of St. John, I need ſelect only 
one paſſage, which is direct in its afſertion, and 
decidedly concluſive. r John, v. 20. And we 
„ know that the Son of -Gop is come, and hath 
given us an underſtanding, that we may know him 
ce that is true. And we are in him that is true, even 
e in his Son Jesvs CuRTST. This is the true Gop, 
ee and eternal life.” Ovrog «iv 5 ch Grog, nar 
Sun auyiog,) Now, whether you refer | ovrog. to yog ov 
Qcov, to , Or to Ine Noi, it makes no 
manner of difference: if to the firſt of theſe, then 
the Apoſtle. ſays, that the Son of Gop is Goy 
7 * jndeed:“ if to the ſecond, then he that is true is 
God indeed; but he that is true (he fays) is JESUS 
CurTsT the Son of Gop ; therefore, Jzsvs Carisr 
the Son of Gos, is 5 ways O:o5, Gob indeed. After 
fo very plain and fo very explicit a declaration of 
the beloved Difciple and Apoſtle, will any one ſay, 
that the Divinity of the Son of Gop is no doctrine 
of. the New Teſtament? By what arguments, by 
what perverſe eontortion of words, is this teſtament 
of St. John to be evaded? Ovros is bic demonſtrative, 
and it refers to JESUS CnrisT, and therefore he is 
6 a>fivos Org; and he muſt be totally ignorant of 
the Greek language, who attempts to refer it other- 
wiſe. The word this, in our Engliſh tranſlation, 
does not ſeem to be quite right; it would have been 
better, if it had been rendered, ** the ſame is truly 
« Gop;” for, the article ò is prefixed to ae 


merely in conſequence of the word oe, and there- 
| 1 fore 


4x. # a - 


7 


| ( 6 ) 
fore 5 aν⁴ ought not to be conſtrued the true, 
but, adverbially, truly or indeed. 


The Epiſtle of St. Jude affords a very ſtrong 
teſtimony likewiſe in the words which have been 
already cited on a different account, ver. 4. For, 
« there are certain men crept in unawares, who 
e were before of old ordained to this condemnation, 
c ungodly men, turning the grace of our God into 
« laſciviouſneſs, and denying the only Loxp Gov, 
and our Lord Jesvs CHRIST.“ From theſe 
words, I cannot help taking notice, firſt, of the pe- 
culiarity of the expreſſion ⁊ Tov Ocov ij Au N UE 
riheyreg eig 208) ye i: Why doth the Sacred Writer ſay 
Ocov 1s? The expreflion is not very frequent or 
common; ſometimes, indeed, it is uſed by the other 
Writers of the New Teſtament, but then, as it 
ſhould ſeem, always with a marked ſignificance. 
1 Cor. vi. 2. A wnioonols, whiz ,ů hure, 
te eomouwhyre ey Ta 0Y0jucTt Tov Kupov Luc ou, 204 EY TW 
eU ro ©£0V u. So alſo, 1 Theſſ. ii. 2. Exceg- 
cnc 0: uc c e Tw Oe 22 AzAncou Fpog UH TO eee 
yo Tov Otob. And, 2 Theff. i. 12. St. Paul uſes the 
very ſame expreſſion with St. Jude, x&T# 7yv Nhe 
Tou Geo ανõ xa Kuro Tyrov Newgov. In all which 
inſtances, the expreſſiorr is uſed with an evident de- 
ſign of diſtinguiſhing the Gop of Chriſtians from 
the Gop acknowledged by the reſt of the world. 
The firſt inſtance refers to the Gop of Chriſtians, 
into whoſe name they were baptized; and therefore, 
I I 2 5 the 
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the Apoſtle very properly uſes the expreſſion Oe 
yaw; inaſmuch as no others acknowledged the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, to be the one 
Gop. In. the ſecond inſtance, wherein he ſpeaks 


of the boldneſs and courage wherewith he preached 


the Goſpel, encountering all difficulties, he was 
,endued with it by our Gop, r Oe yjw, by the 


Gov in whom: we Chriſtians believe. 


The third 


inſtance ſpeaks plainly enough for itſelf; and, there- 
fore, it is unneceſſary to point out its propriety. Let 
us then attend to what St. Jude ſays, and the pro- 
priety of his uſing the ſame expreſſion will appear 
evident. By the way, however, I cannot help firſt 
remarking, that Ignatius, who was the Diſciple of 
St. John, uſes the ſame expreſſion, and in a very 
remarkable manner. In his Epiftle to the Epheſians, 
xvili. he ſays, O yup ©t0g I Iyrovg o Keigog exvoꝙo- 
nf bro Morcicns, Mc 0140/0 þricy QE0v, EX OTEpprottog Aet- 
Eid, H de ym; which mode of expreſſion 


occurs more than once in his Epiſtles. 


St. Jude's 


words are, ©* For, there are certain-men crept in un- 
cc awares, who were before of old ordained to this 
% condemnation, ungodly men, coeGas, Tyv Tov Ocov 

© muy Aegi peeTetibertes us 2ihyuay, impiouſſy ma- 
king a jeſt of the grace of our GOD, i. e. of the cob of 
© us Chriſtians, and (as impiouſly) denying him 
cc who hath the ſole dominion, Toy puovoy S:omoryv, Our 
« Gop and Lokp JESUS CHRIST, Oc xx: Xrugtov 
I Iyrow XS I muſt here be forgiven, if I 
once more object to our Engliſh tranſlation in this 


2 


inſtance. 


1 

inſtance. The words certainly do not appear to be 
rendered properly by ** the only Lox D Gop and 
& our LORD.“ AcoTory is not an adjective, but a 
ſubſtantive in concord with its adjective ju; and 
therefore in conſtruction is limited to that; but, in 
the tranſlation, its power 1s transferred, as if it was 
in agreement with Oro, and as if it had an adjective 
fignification, which it certainly has not. Caſtalio 
tranſlates it Solum Herum Deum; what kind of lan- 
guage this is I undertake not to determine; but 
it is ſtrange that the manifeſt impropriety of it did 
not ſtrike him; ſuch language ſeems rather to be 
burleſque than any thing elſe; others, perhaps, may 
have tranſlated the words as erroneouſly, but in 
what manner J ſtay not to enquire. The error of 
the tranſlation ſeems moſt probably to have ariſen 
from its having been ſuppoſed that MONON Ser- 
Toryy could not with truth be applied to Jesvs 
CuRrisT. But, it ſhould have been remembered, 
what is really the truth of the Goſpel is truth, 
that all power was given to JESUS CHRIST, both 
in Heaven and Earth.“ It ſhould have been remem- 
bered, what our LorD himſelf aſſures us, that 
de the Father judgeth no man, but hath committed 
& all judgement to the Son ;” and, if theſe things had 
been remembered, the tranſlators would have had 
no difficulty in rendering the words denying him, 
« who hath the ſole dominion, our Gop, and 
« Lord, Jesvs CarisT;” for, ſuch, according to all 
the rules of conſtruction, ſeems to be the only true 
interpretation of the Greek words, 
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St. Jude concludes his Epiſtle in terms no leſs 
ſtrongly atteſting the Divinity of the Son of Gop, 
when he aſcribes to him Glory and Majeſty, Domi- 
nion and Power, both now, and ever. Mow Toy 
Oe oror Hi jaw? dog Kee [EY WNT uin, eros da coe, 
X21 WV N £15 cy reg TOUG õdg. Ayu, He that can 


find out a conſiſtent and true mode of applying theſe 


words otherwiſe than to our acknowledged Saviour, 
let him do it. 


Here then I ſhall conclude my enquiry into the 
evidence that may be brought, from the New Teſta- 
ment, in proof of the Divinity of the Son of Gop ; 
nat becauſe more could not have been produced ; 
for, the whole is full of evidence; but becauſe ſuf- 


ficient has been already produced to ſatisfy any rea- 


ſonable enquiries, and becauſe, if what has been ale 
ready produced 1s ineffectual for that purpoſe, nei- 
ther would a farther accumulation of ſimilar evidence 
prove effectual. 


That which I undertook to prove was, that, if we 
are not miſtaken in our concluſion, that Jesvs is 
Gop,. becauſe he is declared to be the Son of Gop; 


then would the Sacred Writings of the New Teſta- 


ment afford us as clear evidence to the truth of this 
concluſion as they do to the truth of our conclu- 


ſion that he is man, becauſe he is called the Son 


of man. The evidence is now before the reader, 


from the Erangeliſts, from St. Paul, St. P eter, St. 


James 


#1 % 


61 . 
James, St. John, and St. Jade. If the evidence 
produced is not ſuch as their writings will juſtify to 
be the truth; the writer af theſe pages will moſt 
readily acknowledge himſelf to be in an error, and 
retract the whole of what he has ſaid; the truth, let 
it be on which ſide it will, is all that he aims at, 


both for himſelf and for others; and, if the trutb 


really is, that the Son of God is not GoD, neither 


will he preſume to affirm the contrary. But, what 


is truth? and what is its ſtandard? Is imagination, 
or the effort of an uninformed mind, the meaſure of 
it? or does it depend upon the Revelation of the 
Gon of truth? If the former, then will it be as 
changeable and fluctuating as the human mind, 
which to day adopts what to-morrow it rejects. 
For a length of time, ideas were ſuppoſed to be in- 
nate to the human mind. Mr. Locke has now de- 


monſtrated, that ideas are not innate, and the mind 
acquieſces with that demonſtration. But ſome fu- 


ture Demonſtrator may perhaps ariſe, who will bring 
us back to the old ſtandard, Capricious as the mind 
then evidently has been in this inſtance: (and a: 
thouſand inſtances of a ſimilar nature might be men- 
tioned), how is it poſſible, that the mind can be the 


meaſure of truth? The reaſoning of the human 
mind may be all juſt, regular, and concluſive, and; 


yet be deſtitute of truth ; for, truth does not depend 
merely upon the compariſon of ideas, but upon the 


primary idea; which if falſe itſelf, the regularity 


of our reaſoning, and the concluſions which we 
| I 4 | draw 
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( 120 ) 
draw from it, will not render it true“. It is a pri- 
mary idea, that the moon is a habitable world hke 
our own; thence we reaſon that 1t hath rrvers, 
and ſeas, and mountains in it, as our own; and, 


| becauſe our earth hath valcanos in it, we conclude 


the ſame of the moon; and by the help of our glaſ- 
ſes the concluſion ſeems to be confirmed to us. 
But, is 1t therefore true that the moon hath all theſe 
things in it, becauſe there is no defect in our rea- 
ſoning from the primary idea? Suppoſe any per- 
ſon, by ſome ſtrange capricious turn ef mind, 
ſhould adopt it as a primary idea, that the moon 
was nothing elſe but a large mirror ; might he not 
reaſon as plauſibly and regularly from his idea as 


we do from ours? and might not fancy help him 


to diſcover in it a repreſentation of the Atlantic 
Ocean? and of the earthly volcanos which our glaf- 


| ſes ſeem to tell us really have an exiſtence in the 


moon? But it will be ſaid, our primary idea, that 
the moon 1s a habitable world like our own, hath 


nothing unreaſonable in it. I will own, that it hath 


nothing that is impoſſible in it, as far as I am 
acquainted with the bounds of poſſibility: but, if 
it is truth, it will not be poſſible that it ſhould be 
any thing elſe; but, as this will not be ſaid, our 
reaſoning upon this ſubject, and our concluſions, 


* Upon this ſubject, the reader cannot, but with great ſatiſ- 
faction to himſelf, conſult the very excellent publication of Dr. 


Beattie, on the Immutability of Truth. 


will 


(121) 
vill be all arbitrary; and ſo will they be upon every 


truth. 
Now, if che primary idea muſt be actual truth, 


in order to give the ſanction of truth to our reaſon- 
ing and concluſions; upon what muſt this idea reſt, 


that it may be eſtabliſhed to be actual truth? As 


for inſtance: it is our primary idea concerning Gos, 
that he is only one Gop; upon what does this idea 
reſt? Innate it certainly is not; for, if it was, every 
mind would have it, which we all know is not the 
caſe; for, the far greater majority of mankind, for a 


long continued ſeries of ages, were impreſſed with 


the idea of holy Theiſm. Is it the pure genuine 
production of the mind itfelf, and the reſult of 


thought and contemplation? How know you that | 


it is true? Your thinking it to be true doth not eſ- 
tabliſh it to be the truth without ſome other au- 
| thority. Polytheiſm may avail itſelf of a plea of this 
kind as well as of the unity of Gop; but all your 
reaſon in every inſtance perfectly coincides with 
the idea, and therefore you know 1t to be true; this 
is not a right concluſion. All your reaſon coincides: 
with it, becauſe it is true; but it is not therefore 


true, becauſe your reaſon coincides with it. Some 


ages ſince, all the world agreed, that there was no 
void in nature, that nature abhorred a vacuum; all 
the reaſon of the wiſeſt men coincided with the idea; 
but, if that coincidence eftabliſhed it to be a truth, 
5 what 


other ſubject, where the primary idea is not actual 
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6 
what are we to think of what we now receive for 
truth, that the operations of nature cannot be carried 
on without a vacuum? Here then manifeſtly is a 
coincidence of reaſon, with two directly contrary 
ideas; the one, that there is, the other, that there 1 
is not, a vacuum. Now, as both connot be true, 
therefore reaſon in one inſtance or the other coin- 6 
cided with what is falſe; conſequently an idea is not 


1 


therefore true, becauſe your reaſon coincides with 
it. It will be uſeleſs to urge, that new lights broke I 
in upon the mind, new diſcoveries were made, 
which determined the mind in the rejection of a \ 
plenum ; for, this only ſerves to ſhew the impotence _ 
of reaſon in eftabliſhing actual truth, If, as in the 
reſent inſtance, what was eſtabliſhed for truth an 0 
hundred and fifty years back has been rejected, on 6 
account of new lights and diſcoveries; who knows, 0 
but an hundred and fifty years hence ſtill newer Y 
lights may break in upon us? And then we may r 
have neither a vacuum nor a plenum, but ſomething C 
elſe; for, if new lights will juſtify reaſon in varying t 
from an eſtabliſhed truth in one inſtance, it will in 0 
another; conſequently the coincidence of reaſon 9 
with an idea is no proof of its being actual 1 
truth. | ; a 
8 t 

Now, if ſuch be the fluctuation and defect of a 
reaſon in the eſtabliſhment of truth, as hath been n 
exemplified in the foregoing inſtance, and in a l 
{ 


_ . caſe wherein our ſenſes alſo were concerned; what, 


( 13 ) 
and how great, muſt be its defect, where Gon, his 
being, and our own future being, are nn 
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Is it he voice of reaſon, that there is no ather 
Gop but ane only? When was this voice eyer heard ? 
Look into the hiſtory of mankind from its earlieſt 
ages; is there any thing of the kind to be found 
there? does not the fact proclaim the contrary in all 
ages, and among all nations, except the Jews? and. 
even in the little glimmering of the idea which is 

to be met with among ſome of - the Philoſophers, 

was it not all derived from their intercourſe with the 

Jews? fpr, prior to ſuch intercourſe, no ſuch idea 

occurs in the whole hiſtory of mankind from the 

one end of the world to the other. Upon what then 
does the idea reſt, that there is only one Gop ? If 
only upon its conformity with our reaſon, how know 
we that ſame new light may not hereafter break in 
upon our reaſon, and cauſe us to reje& this 1dea in 
order to introduce a different one ? Such has been 
the caſe in other inſtances; and ſuch may be the 
caſe in this, if the truth of God's unity reſts only 
on its idea being conformable with our reaſon. 
Reaſon does undoubtedly moſt ſtrongly and fully 
approve of the idea, and ſo it did of a plenum ; but 
this latter it has rejected, as what it can no longer 
adapt. And what aſſurance is there that it will 
never reject the unity of Gop? Time, and new 
lights (whether true or falſe I enquire not), may in 
future ſct reaſon at variance with the idea, and moſt 


probably 
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probably will, if it has no other ground for its truth 
than what the approbation of reaſon gives it. But, 
if the unity of Gos is a truth, it muſt reſt upon 
ſome other and certain baſis, upon a baſis which 
will not admit of being diſturbed by new lights 
and new diſcoveries; a baſis, which will ſupport it 
unſhaken through all the fluctuations of time and 
circumſtances. Upon ſuch it certainly does reſt; 
for, heaven has revealed it to us to be a truth; no 
new lights therefore can operate upon the mind in 
this caſe: it is a truth, a revealed truth, and un- 
alterable as its great Author. 


As then our primary idea of the Divinity is actual 
truth, becauſe fixed on the firm baſis of revelation; 
ſo, if we reaſon juſtly, will our deductions from it 
be true likewiſe. But, in our reaſoning from this 
great ſubject, the utmoſt caution is to be applied, 
that we do not derive conſequences from it which it 
will not juſtify, that we do got reject a farther reve- 
lation of the nature of God from a preſumption of 
its being inconſiſtent with his divine unity ; for, it is 
impoſſible that a revelation from Gop, with regard to 


the Divine Nature, can be inconfiſtent with the 


Divine Unity ; and therefore, if there appears to be 
any inconſiſtency in it, the inconſiſtency muſt be in 
our apprehenſion, which we muſt endeavour to rec- 
tify, but not in the revelation. 


Let 
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Let it be remembered, that tlie revelation of 
Gop's unity is not a revelation of the whole of the 
divine nature; it 1s a revelation of only one point, 
and therefore a ſubſequent revelation may communi- 
cate to us what is not comprehended under this 
one point, and more than we poſſibly can derive 
from it by our reaſoning powers. The nature of 
Go, until made known to us by the light of 
revelation, is like an unexplored region, of whoſe 
quality and productions we know nothing; aſſured 
we may be of its exiſtence, but of what belongs to 
it we can know nothing, until the traveller, who 
has explored it, ſhall have given us the neceſſary in- 
formation. Aſſured we are, becauſe it is a revealed 
truth of the exiſtence of Gop, and that there is but 
one Gop only; but of his nature, and being, what 
can we ſay, unleſs guided by a divine light? Rea- 
ſon can infer nothing from the unity of Gop, with 
regard to his eſſential nature. Let an argument be 
framed: Gop is only one, therefore his effential 
nature is What? Therefore, his eſſential nature is 
unity; but what is this? this is only making the 
inference the ſame as the premiſes; God is one, 
therefore he is one. But the queſtion is, what is 
the eſſential nature of Gop ? and this cannot be in- 
ferred from his unity; that is, no inference from his 
unity will inform us. Our intelligence, therefore, 
muſt come to us from revelation ; and, if it comes to 
us from revelation, we know, and are aſſured, that 
it is actual truth, however it may not, in ſome in- 
ſtances, 
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Nances, meet with the direct approbation of our rea- 
fon. Under the various fluctuations of the human 
mind, reaſon will often vary from the truth; expe- 
rience aſſures us of it; experience aſſures us, that it 
may ſo vary from it, as to eſteem what is actual truth 
to be an abſurdity, and impoſſible. And, therefore, 
2 revelation, even if it ſhould not meet with the di- 
rect approbation of our reaſon, is not to be rejected 
merely on that account; for, it may be actual truth: 
notwithſtanding: 


The truth of a revelation reſts not at all on the 
accord of our natural reaſon with the matter reveal- 
ed; but on the authority with which the revelation 
is communicated to us; and, if that authority i is ſuf- 
ficiently eſtabliſhed, it will be uſeleſs to oppoſe the 
matter revealed with an outcry of abſurdity and con- 
tradition; we may as well oppoſe matters of fact 
with the ſame outcry. How abſurd, how contrary 
to our reaſon, does it appear to be, that any human 
beings ſhould make a beverage of their own ſaliva, 
and be happy in intoxicating themſelves with it] and 
yet ſuch is the evidence of fact atteſted by eye-wit- 
neſſes of it. We do not canvas this on the ground 
of probability or r abſurdity ; ; we do not tnake either 
the ſtandard of the truth of the fact. The evidence 
of the eye-witneſs who atteſts it ſuperſedes all dif- 
cuſſion; and it is his evidence alone which makes 
us receive as a truth what otherwiſe we ſhould think 
incredible. As then ſuch is the conduct of the 

TT human 


6120 


nuttan nd it in general, that it admits and receives 
the fact on the authenticity of the evidence by which 
it is ſupported ; as its general mode of proceeding is 
to judge of the truth of the fact by the authenticity 
of the evidence, and not to argue the incompetency 
of the evidence from the nature of the fact; why 
are we to proceed in a different manner, when a 


ſubject of ſo high a nature as the nn al 


concerned ? 


If the authority with which the revelation is com- 
municated to us is once ſufficiently | eſtabliſhed, it 
ſuperſedes all diſcufſion; the matter revealed is juſ- 
tified to be the truth, becauſe the authority with 
which it is communicated to us is ſufficiently eſta- 
bliſhed j therefore it is true, becauſe we know it to be 


a revelation. But the argument would be prepoſte+ 


tous, to ſay, therefore, the ſufficiently-authoriſed re- 
velation is no revelation, nor true, becauſe our rea- 
ſon doth not approve the matter revealed. Prior to 
the communication of the revelation, reaſon hath 


determined that the revelation from the Gop of 


truth muſt be true, therefore the matter revealed 

muſt be true alſo. The certainty of the revelation is 

the teſt of the truth of the matter revealed, not the 
matter revealed the teſt of the revelation. 


But it has been ſaid, and ſtrangely ſaid too, that 
reaſon is unqueſtionably the firſt revelation of Go to 
man; and hence it has been inferred, that rea- 
' = | ſon 
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\. ſon is to be thi judge of the revelation, whether it 
comes from Gop, or otherwiſe. The premiſes are 
. abſurd; for, reaſon is no more a revelation than any 
other power of the mind, or than fight and hearing, 
whereby we diſtinguiſh ſounds and colours; they are 
all gifts, endowments from Gop to his creatures; 
but, to call erther of them a revelation is infinitely 
ridiculous. The inference det the premiſes be what 
they will) 1s partly true and partly falſe ; for, rea- 
ſon certainly is to be exerciſed in enquiring and de- 
termining whether a revelation comes from God, or 
not; wherein its firſt operation is to aſcertain whe- 
ther the perſon who communicates it hath a divine 
miſſion: if the reſult is, that he certainly doth not 
appear to have any ſuch divine miſſion, then un- 
queſtionably whatever his pretended revelation may 
- be, reaſon will reje& it as a revelation : but, if the 
reſult is, that he certainly hath a divine miſſion, and 
that Gop hath ſent him to communicate a revelation to 
us, then reaſon is neceſſarily called upon to admit 
and to receive that revelation, becauſe 1t comes from 
Gop. After then it is eſtabliſhed, that the perſon 
communicating hath a divine miſſion, and that the 
end of his miſſion is to communicate to us a revela- 
tion from Gop ; what hath reaſon farther to do? 
is it to canvas and. ſift the matter revealed in order 
to find flaws in it? But the exerciſe of reaſon, in or- 
der to find flaws in what reaſon hath acknowledged 
to be a revelation from Gop, is the exerciſe of folly ; 
it is to undo with one hand what you have done with 
pr the 
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the other; for, from a divine miſſion can come no- 
thing but what is true, and therefore, in canvaſſing 
and endeavouring to find flaws in the matter re- 
vealed, reaſon is endeavouring to overthrow che 
truth of what it had eſtabliſhed and acknowledged 
to be true. Reaſon acknowledges the truth of this 
propoſition, that the whole is more than a part. 
Would it not be wiſely employed after this acknow- 
ledgement, in endeavouring to find a flaw herein, 
in endeavouring to find a flaw in what it cannot 
avoid giving its aſſent to? With equal wiſdom is it 
employed in endeavouring to find flaws in the mat- 
ter revealed, when it acknowledges that the revela- 
tion comes from Gop. 'The matter revealed is the 
revelation : the perſon communicating it is acknow- 
ledged to have a divine miſſion; therefore, the mat - 
ter revealed is true; therefore, likewiſe, it is true, 
however it may not happen to fall in immediately 
with our apprehenſion. For, in a revelation which 
regards the inviſible world, which regards the eſſen- 
tial nature of the Divine Being, it cannot be but 
that difficulties muſt occur, and ſuch as will not in 
every reſpect be ſolvable by the human mind. But, 
let the difficulties be what they will, till if the au- 
thority of the divine miſſion is eftablithed, theſe will 
not operate to the diſcredit of the revelation, nor in 
reaſon can they, till the authority of the divine miſ- 
| fion is deſtroyed. While that authority remains un- 
ſhaken, the difficulties in the matter revealed can 
be of no account. Believe me, ſaith our Lorp, 
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- ſon is to be the judge of the revelation, whether it 


comes from Gop, or. otherwiſe. The premiſes are 


. abſurd; for, reaſon is no more a revelation than any 


other power of the mind, or than fight and hearing, 
whereby we diſtinguiſh ſounds and colours; they are 
all gifts, endowments from Go to his creatures; 


but, to call either of them a revelation is infinitely 


ridiculous. The inference (let the premiſes be what 
they will) 1s partly true and partly falſe ; . for, rea- 
ſon certainly 1s to be exerciſed in enquiring and de- 
termining whether a revelation comes from God, or 
not; wherein its firſt operation is to aſcertain whe- 
ther the perſon who communicates it hath a divine 
miſſion: if the reſult is, that he certainly doth not 
appear to have any ſuch divine miſſion, then un- 
queſtionably whatever his pretended revelation may 
be, reaſon will reje& it as a revelation :. but, if the 
reſult is, that he certainly hath a divine miſſion, and 
that God hath ſent him to communicate a revelation to 


us, then reaſon is neceſſarily called upon to admit 


and to receive that revelation, becauſe it comes from 
Gop. After then it is eſtabliſhed, that the perſon 
communicating hath a divine miſſion, and that the 
end of his miſſion is to communicate to us a revela- 
tion from Gop; what hath reaſon: farther to do? 
is it to canvas and ſift the matter revealed in order 
to find flaws in it? But the exerciſe of reaſon, in or- 
der to find flaws in what reaſon hath acknowledged 
to be a revelation from Gop, is the exerciſe of folly ; 
it 1s to undo with one hand what you have done with 
3 N 8 the 
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the other; for, from a divine miſſion can come no- 
thing but what is true, and therefore, in canvaſſing 
and endeavouring to find flaws in the matter re- 
vealed, reaſon is endeavouring to overthrow” the 
truth of what it had eſtabliſhed and acknowledged 
to be true. Reaſon acknowledges the truth of this 
propoſition, that the whole is more than a part. 
Would it not be wiſely employed after this acknow- 
ledgement, in endeavouring to find a flaw herein, 
in endeavouring to find a flaw in what it cannot 
avoid giving its aſſent to? With equal wiſdom is it 
employed in endeavouring to find flaws in the mat- 
ter revealed, when it acknowledges that the revela- 
tion comes from Gop. The matter revealed is the 
revelation : the perſon communicating it is acknow- 


ledged to have a divine miſſion; therefore, the mat- 


ter revealed is true; therefore, likewiſe, it is true, 


however it may not happen to fall in immediately 


with our apprehenſion. For, in a revelation which 
regards the inviſible world, which regards the eſſen- 
tial nature of the Divine Being, it cannot be but 
that difficulties muſt occur, and ſuch as will not in 
every reſpect be ſolvable by the human mind. But, 
let the difficulties be what they will, {till if the au- 
thority of the divine miſſion is eſtabliſhed, theſe will 
not operate to the diſcredit of the revelation, nor in 
reaſon can they, till the authority of the divine miſ- 
| fion is deſtroyed. While that authority remains un- 


ſhaken, the difficulties in the matter revealed can 


be of no account. Believe me, ſaith our Loxp, 
| K i 
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that J am in the Father and the Father in me.” 
Will you refuſe to believe this becauſe of the diffi- 
culty there is in the ſaying? You cannot do it 
without firſt diſbelieving his divine miſſion. But 
this is ſo fully eſtabliſned by his mighty works and 
miracles, that you cannot deny it; therefore, the 
difficulty which there may be in the ſaying can be 
no N u for diſbelieving i it. | 


*>0 There i 18 is ſomething unaccountably weak in the 
progreſs of ſome men's minds who receive the meſ- 
ſenger as having a divine miſſion, as certainly com- 
ing from Gop, and then reje&t what he communi- 
cates to them, becauſe their reaſon cannot make it 
out with the ſame clearneſs and perſpicuity as it 


makes out the things which belong purely to this 


world. But is it even imaginable that reaſon ſhould 
always be able to do this, that in a revelation of the 
eſſential nature of the incomprehenſible Gop, it 
ſhould be able to make out every thing appertaining 
to it with that determinate clearneſs which it hath 
upon ſubjects of an inferior nature? If a defect of 
this kind is a ſufficient ground for rejecting a reve- 
lation, it is a ſufficient ground for rejecting Gop 
himſelf, who is incomprehenfible. What clearneſs, 
what perſpicuity of ideas have you when you tell us 
chat Gop is a ſpirit? For, what poſitively is a ſpi- 
rit? When you tell us of his omnipreſence, and 
that time is no meaſure of his exiſtence, do not 


heile things ſeem to contradict the plain dictates of 
reaſon 


Can 3) 


reaſon and common ſenſe? Have you any concep- 
tion of the meaſure. of exiſtence without time? You 
certainly have none. The conception, notwith+ 


ſtanding every effort of the mind, is an * 
conception. | 


It contradicts the plain dictates of reaſon and 
common ſenſe to affirm, that any body can be- in 
more places than one at the ſame inſtant. When, 
therefore, you aſſert the omnipreſence of Gop, you 
contradict thoſe plain dictates. It is in vain to urge, 
that Gop is a ſpirit ; for, this will not do away the 
contradiction, until you have proved from reaſon 
what a ſpirit is poſitively ; a proof which does not lie 
within the power of human reaſon: and until you 
have ſhewn that it is not ſubject to tlie ſame lays as 
body is: but this cannot be ſhewn without being 
able to ſhew what a mow” Is . 7 l ien 


4 4 * 


* — 
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The hs dictates of reaſon — common ſenſe 
alſo, are, that exiſtence implies duration, and that 
duration implies time, and, therefore, that time is 
neceſſarily the meaſure of exiſtence. But, in Gop 
we acknowledge that it is not ſo; and, therefore, in 
Gop we acknowledge what contradicts the plain 
dictates of reaſon and common ſenſe,” With what 
wiſdom then, or folly ſhall I rather ſay, can we de- 


ny, that any revelation can be true, which contra- 
dicts the plain dictates of reaſon and common ſenſe 2. 


In this inftance we evidently acknowledge to be true 
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what plainly contradicts them, and in the nature of 
God there may be many other inſtances of a ſimi- 
lar kind, unleſs the nature of Gop differs not from 
the nature of man; and, indeed, I may venture to 
ſay, there muſt be many ſimilar inſtances, becauſe, in 
different natures there mult be different properties; for, 
if there were not, the natures would not differ; bur 
the nature of God differs infinitely from the nature 
of man. To quarrel, therefore, with a revelation 
concerning the nature of Gop, becauſe our reaſon 


cannot make out its properties with the ſame eaſe 


and perſpicuity as it makes out what appertains to 
the nature of man muſt be unwiſe in the higheſt de- 


gree. 


I do not wiſh by any means to depreciate human 
reaſon ; and whoever ſhall ſay that it is my object, 


will ſay what is not true. Reaſon is undoubtedly a 


noble, and the diſtinguiſhing gift of Gop to human 
creatures; but then we muſt not advance its throne 
above the throne of the Moſt High, we muſt not 


make it more conſequential than it realy? is. 


| Reaſon 1s 1. poꝛver of the mind, (Mr. "UP calls 
it a faculty in man, ) and is exerted in receiving or 
rejecting premiſes, and in making deductions from 


them. But then it cannot make a thing to be other- 
wiſe than it really is. It hath neither a creative nor 


a diffolving power; and that which really is a reve- 


lation from Gop will be ſuch in defiance of every 


effort 
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effort of reaſon to the contrary. Reaſon may com- 


plain of difficulties and hard ſayings, and who can 


hear them ? but all its oppoſition will be fruitleſs. 
It muſt fall before; ſo it is revealed. And ſo it is 
revealed, if the communication comes to us from a 
proved meſſenger of God, let the contents of it be 
what they will. 


But it will be ſaid, that God never did, nor ever 


will, require it of any man, to believe what contra- 
dicts the plain dictates of his natural reaſon. This, 


as far as it is true, is ſaid too ſoon, and, I think, is 


not urged with much wiſdom : for, in a revelation, 
real or pretended, the firſt object that preſents itſelf 
to the mind's conſideration is, the perſon by whom 
it is communicated ; what is his authority? what are 
his credentials? If he is unable to produce creden- 
tials ſufficient to juſtify him to be a meſſenger from 
Gop, he is, of courſe, rejected as an impoſtor ; 
but, if his credentials are ſufficient, of which reaſon 
undoubtedly muſt be the judge. If the judgement 
of reaſon is, that the meſſenger doth certainly come 
from Go, then, aſſuredly, it muſt be the judge- 
ment of reaſon, that therefore he ought to be re- 
ceived. Now, then, what doth Gop require of us 
upon this occaſion? He requires of us, that we 
ſhould act up to the judgement of our reaſon, and 


give credit to the meſſenger whom we acknowledge 


to have come from himſelf: but if we give credit to 
* it muſt be by giving credit to the meſſage 
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64 
which he brings to us; for, otherwiſe, we treat him 
a3 an impoſtor, as a meſſenger that does not come 
from Gop, when the judgement of our reaſon is, 
that he does come from him ; which'is abſurd. After 
the ambaſſador is received, and his credentials ad- 
mitted, it would be madneſs to object to the em- 
baſſy, as not coming from him from whom it is ſent, 
| becauſe the matter of it is unpleaſing to you. In 
the caſe of a revelation, if the credentials of the meſ- 
ſenger are ſufficiently eſtabliſhed, the revelation 
which he communicates muſt come from Gop ; and, 
if it comes from him, cannot be rejected. But you 
ſay, Gop does not require it of you to believe what 
_ contradicts your reaſon { you ought rather to ſay, 
God does not require it of you to receive a meſſen- 
ger as from him who does not bring with ham a ſuf- 
ficient teſtimony of his divine miſſion; but, if he 
does bring with him that teſtimony, he requires it 
of you, that you ſhould believe him; an”, if you 
are to believe him, what the purport of the meſſage 
may be, whetlfer ſuch as your reaſon approves or 
diſapproves, is altogether foreign to the queſtion. 
lt comes from Gor, and therefore is true, and 
therefore muſt be implicitly received. 
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It muſt be remembered, that Gop, when he 
makes a revelation to us, ſubmits all that is neceſſary 
to the judgement of our reaſon. The perſon by 
whom he communicates it to us is to be ſcrutinized 
to the utmoſt; we are to examine, with all the 

powers 


ö 


Pa 


3 75 i 5 
—̃ oO COS OO _— 


( 1353 ) 
powers we have, whether he really does come from 
Gop, or not; and, if the examination terminates in 
an aſſurance, that he really is a man of Gop, that 
the miracles which he does are ſuch as no man could 
do except Gop were with him; and, in the words 
of St. Peter, if he be a man approved among us by 
the ſigns and wonders and miracles which Gop 
worketh in our preſence by him, then reaſon has all. 
the ſatisfaction given it that it can require. It is con- 
ſtituted the judge. Its judgement is appealed to, and 
it is ſuffered to determine according to the evidence 
before it. What more after this hath reaſon to re- 
quize? Shall we dare to fit in judgement over the 
meſſage which God ſends to us? Shall we have the 
arrogance to pronounce it unworthy of Gop incon- 
ſiſtent with our reaſon, and inadmiſſible, on account 
of its abſurdity? What impiety! and what folly 
alſo! Such language as this which we hear but too 
too often, is not only a moſt flagitious attack on-the 
truth of Gop himſelf, (for, by admitting the meſ- 
ſenger, we admit the meſſage to come from Gop ;) 
but it is as fooliſh as it is flagitious. It is playing 
the fool with the judgement of reaſon. It is ſetting 
up the judgement of reaſon againſt the judgement of 
reaſon. It is eſtabliſhing truth, and fighting with it 
as if it was a falſehood. It is the ultimate teſt of the 
truth of a meſſage as coming from Gop, by the 
conformity of the particular terms of the meſſage 
with our judgement. Of what uſe are miracles? 
Why is the meſſenger endowed with ſupernatural 
| K 4 powers? 
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| powers? Theſe in him are all a uſeleſs parade; for, 


whether he exerts, or does not exert them, we ſhall 
pay no regard to them. Our judgement will be 
formed from the meſſage which he brings to us, and 
from nothing elſe ; for, were he to eſtabliſh the cer- 
tainty of his divine miſſion in the moſt irrefragable 
manner, it would be of no avail; the matter which 
he ſhould communicate to us, if it met not with 
our approbation would condemn him for an im- 
poſtor. This was the principle which governed the 


Jews in the crucifixion of our Loxp. His miracles 


.and miphty works they paid no regard to, although 


he had done ſo many before them, yet would they 
not believe. on him, but, judging from his doctrinc, 
which was ſo oppoſite to their prejudices and expec- 
tations, they condemned him to death as an impoſ- 
tor, who had given ſuch mighty evidence of his be- 
ing true, and of his having ** come out from 
«© Gon.” 


Moreover, let it be conſidered, that if the judge- 
ment of our reaſon on the matter communicated to 


us is the only criterion of a revelation from Gop, we 


may call any thing a revelation from him if it hap- 
pens to meet with our approbation ; and then Socra- 
tes and Plato, and an hundred others who knew not 
Gop, may be ſaid to have had divine miſſions from 
him. To ſuch extreme abſurdities ſhall we be driven 
if we make the matter revealed, and its conformity 

with 


* 


oy 
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with our judgement the ultimate. teſt of the- reve- 

lation bg | X 


Moſt certain is what we ſo often hear urged, that 
God requires of no man to believe what in every re“ 
ſpect contradicts the reaſon which he has given him, 
and therefore he does not require it of us to believe 
the revelation merely on the ground of its own in- 
ternal evidence. What he requires of us is to be- 
lieve the teſtimony of the perſon whom he divinely 
commiſſions and ſends to us; and this we cannot re- 
fuſe to do without a manifeſt contradiction to our 
reaſon, if he brings with him ſuch credentials as 
eſtabliſh him to have a divine miſſion. But, if we 
believe him we believe the revelation alſo which he: 
brings with him, and we believe it on his authority, 
fo that the internal congruity of our minds, with 
the matter revealed, 1s not the ground of our' faith, 
but the authority of the perſon by whom it is com- 
municated to us. His authority affures us, that 
truth only can come from him, and therefore we 
acquieſce with what he communicates to us as truth, 
without bringing it to any farther teſt or examina- 
tion, being perſuaded chat as it comes from Gop, 
it muſt be true, although we may not be able to 
demonſtrate its truth in all its parts with that clear- 
neſs and perſpicuity which attend us in our demon- 
ſtration of things purely terreftrial. 
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J have been the more particular, and dwelt the 
longer upon this ſubject, becauſe the principal ob- 
jections to our Lonp's Divinity are derived from 
the doctrinc's not being entirely conformable with 
our common way of thinking and reaſoning; and 
the objections certainly would be valid if the doc- 
trine had been communicated to us by an unautho- 
rized perſon. But, as that is not the caſe, as the 


doctrine is not propoſed to us as a problem which 


we are to ſolve, but is propoſed to us for our ac- 
quieſcence with it as a communication from the 
Gop of Truth, by perſons divinely authorized for 
that purpoſe, therefore all objections from the na- 


ture of the doctrine are futile and frivolous. 


Our primary idea, and that which muſt take the 
lead in all our enquiries upon ſubjects of this nature 
is, that all communications from the Gop of Truth 
muſt be true. Hence the whole of the matter will 
turn upon this fingle queſtion. Is the doctrine, or 
15 it not, a communication from Gop ? If the New 
Teſtament is a divine revelation, and the doctrine is 
there, then undoubtedly it comes from Gop, and is 
true? If it is not a divine revelation, then have we 
no other authority to appeal to for the truth of the 
doctrine; therefore, the oppoſers of the Divinity of 
the Son of Gop, if they would act conſiſtently, and 
juitify themſelves in this oppoſition, ſhould either 
totally deſtroy the whole credit of the New Teſta- 
ment as a divine revelation, or they ſhould prove 
| ſa- 
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ſatisfactorily that the divinity of the Son of Gop is 
a doctrine which throughout, and in every part of 
it, it diſowns. The former it is imagined they will 
hardly venture upon. The New Teſtament as a di- 
vine revelation, hath withſtood the perſecutions of 
philoſophers of various denominations, for more 
than ſeventeen hundred years, and ſtill remains un- 
hurt, and ſuperior to all their united efforts; and 
therefore any attempts to overthrow it now could 
hardly: be expected to meet with ſucceſs. 'The lat- 


ter, if they will be bold enough to venture upon, by- 


all means let them do it. Let them produce one 
ſingle paſſage which explicitly declares, that the Son 
of Gop is not Gop, Let them prove, that the 
word Son in the terms Sox of Gop, varies in its im- 
_ plied fignification, from that which it hath when 
employed with regard to every other being. Let 


them prove that every paſſage which is produced in 


affirmation of our Lozp's Divinity is miſinterpreted, 
or let them do it with regard only to thoſe few paſ- 
ſages which have been cited in the foregoing pages, 


and we will hear them, and even join with them; 


but if they are reaſonable men, let us hear no more 
of the doctrine's being contrary to their reaſon, that 
they cannot conceive how it can be, and that Gop 
does not require of them to believe what they can- 
not conceive poſſible. We who do believe the doc- 
trine, have no clearer conceptions of the doctrine 
than they themſelves have, but then we have one 


conception which ſurmounts all difficulties, and 
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it 1s, that Gop never will require 1t of us to believe 
any thing that is not true. Gop, we know, is true; 
and if he communicates any thing to us, that com- 
munication muſt be true likewiſe. If then the Divi- 
nity of the Son of Gop is ſuch a communication, and 
ſuch it certainly is, if it is the doctrine of the New 
Teftament. If it is Heaven's revelation to us, that 
Jzsus CHRIST is God as well as man, reaſon, if it 
would act conſiſtently, hath nothing to do but to 
acquieſce; for, while the New Teſtament continues 
to maintain its authority as a divine revelation; the 
doctrine muſt be true, becauſe it is the doctrine of 
the New Teſtament. 


The communication of our Lonp's Divinity to 
us, is the communication of a matter of fact, and, 
therefore, is not to be canvaſſed as we would canvas 
a theory or a ſentiment. Matters of fact will often 
appear to us, even in common life, to be extremely 
ſurprizing, and even incredible; but, if properly 
evidenced and atteſted, there will be no arguing 
againſt them. Arguments brought againſt them 
would be like arguments againſt a geometrical de- 
monſtration, which, however plauſible, never could 
be ſupported to any purpoſe. The fact is poſitively 
aſſerted in the New Teſtament, that Jzsvs CHRIST 
is Gop; and 1 lay ſo, becauſe I think it is very ſuf- 
ficiently proved in the preceding pages. Here then 
is no room for enquiries upon the ſubject; for, en- 


quiring whether the aſſerted fact is probable or poſ- 
| ſible 
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fible for doubting its truth or rejecting it. It is the 
aſſertion of perſons divinely authorized by the Gop 
of Truth to aſſert it, and therefore it is true. Hence 
then it appears how very much miſtaken the advo- 
cates for what is called rational religion are. They 
admit the revelation, at leaſt many of them ſeem to 
do ſo, and yet doubt or reject the matter revealed: 
but ſurely there is ſome inconſiſtency in this; for, 
while we admit the evidence of the fact, we are ne- 
ceſſarily precluded from denying its truth; there- 
fore, either the evidence ſhould be rejected as in- 
ſufficient, or the truth of the fact ſhould be admit- 
ted, and I ſee no other alternative. | 


The friends of what is called rational religion, ap- 
pear to me to act from a principle which ſurely can- 
not be a juſt one, that there is no religion in the 
world which 1s ftamped with a divine authority, and 
that mankind are left to fabricate a religion for 
themſelves out of I know not what elements, out of 
ſome fine-ſpun theory, wherein truth muſt, even at 
the beſt, be only hypothetical, and, perhaps, have 
no other for its baſis than a fallacy. But, ſurely 
the authority of the New Teſtament ought firſt to 
be done away, before they venture to proceed ſuch 
lengths as theſe, for, if that authority is not done 
away, we have a religion which is ſtamped with di- 
vine authority, and are bound to a compliance with 
it without having recourſe to conjecture or baſeleſs 
theories. | 


Perſons 
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Perſons of the above complexion are mighty fond 
of giving the title of antient writings to the writings 
of the New Teſtament, juſt as if they were antiqua- 
ted and of no value, with an intimation to us, that 
from their antiquity they are liable to be, and often are 
neceſſarily miſunderſtood, and that we have no re- 
medy for this but by an appeal to our reaſon. The 
writings of the New Teſtament certainly may be 
termed in one reſpect antient writings, becauſe it is 
ſo long ſince they were originally written; but to 
call them antient, in the ſenſe of being antiquated, 
annot be admitted on any account; for they have 
n attended to, and been the conſtant ſtudy of 
Chriſtians for more than ſeventeen hundred years; 
and, therefore, as Chriſtians have not caſually, but 
conſtantly, been acquainted with them, and without 
intermiſſion for ſo great a length of time, to call 
them antiquated, or to deem them ſuch, muſt pro- 
ceed from a very ſad miſapplication of judgement. 
The uninterrupted application of Chriſtians likewiſe 
to theſe Sacred Writings, forms a very ſtrong pre- 
ſumption that they are not either ſo liable to be, or ſo 
neceſſarily miſunderſtood as the ſuggeſtion. is, and 
forms a preſumption alſo the very reverſe of the 
| ſuggeſtion, namely, that as they have been ſo con- 
ſtantly attended to, they muſt be much more per- 
fectly underſtood than any other antient writings 
whatever. Now, for all this length of time, by far 
the greater majority of Chriſtians have always un- 
derſtood, that theſe Sacred Writings have aſſerted 
| | the 
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the divinity of the Son of Gop. If, therefore, they 
are miſunderſtood now,. they have been miſunder- 
ſtood from the very beginning, and long enough 
before they could be denominated antient writinge, 
and therefore the objection of their being liable to 
be mifunderſtood from their antiquity, is ill founded, 
conſequently there lies no appeal from them to our 
reaſon in oppoſition to the doctrine which they in- 
culcate, that the Son of God. is Gop, unleſs it 
ſhould be ſaid, that they have been miſunderſtood 
from the beginning, which, I think, no one will be 
bold enough to afiirm, inaſmuch as that would be 
to deftroy entirely their value and authority; for, if 
they are neither truly underſtood now, nor ever were 
from the beginning truly underſtood, they can be 
no better than ſo much waſte paper, and there wilt 
be an end of the Goſpel and of. the : rien TC 
ligion. 5 

But let me be permitted to affirm, that they both 
were from the beginning, and ſtill continue to be 


well underſtood by Chriſtians, that their language 


and ſtyle are ſuch as to render them eaſy of inter- 
pretation, and that if they do not always abound in 
claſſic elegance, they have none of that difficulty 
or obſcurity in them, which we often meet. with in 
the beſt Greek writers. That the propoſition con- 


cerning our LoxD's Divinity is a plain and - ſimple 


one, either that he is, or that he is not, Gop; that 
the 6 of ſuch a propoſition may eaſily be ex- 
3 i | preked, 
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preſſed, and that in the New Teftament it is ex- 
preſſed with great plainneſs and perſpicuity, that he 
is Gop, and that, if the contrary of this were true, 
it might have been expreſſed with great plainneſs 
and perſpicuity, that he is not God, ſo that, on a 
ſubje& of this kind, there could be no room for dif- 
ficulty or miſunderſtanding. Whatever may have 
been ſaid upon the ſubject either on the one ſide or 
the other, muſt be plain and intelligible ; and it is 
impoſſible, if the Sacred Writings ſay that Jzsvs 
CHRIST is not Gop, that we ſhould miſunderſtand 
their expreſſion, as if they had faid he is Goo, or, 
if we ſhould have been ſo infatuated as to miſinter- 
pret their expreſſion, we ſtill muſt neceſſarily have 
failed in our proofs. But, fo far are; the Sacred 


"Writings from denying our Lox 0's: Divinity, that 


they poſitively affirm it, and the proofs of it we 
produce in plain unambiguous language, and call 
upon the adverſaries of this great truth to produce. 
I do not ſay an equal number, but any one ſingle 
paſſage, which, in plain unambiguous language, 
declares, that Jesus CHRIST is not Gop ; but no 
ſuch paſſage ever yet has been produced, and I am 
well perſuaded none ſuch ever can; for the New 
Teſtament contains none ſuch. The requiſition I 
apprehend, hath nothing of hardſhip or difficulty in 


it, when we call for a paſſage in plain denial of the 
Divinity of JI Esus Cünisr. When they call for 


paſſages in proof of his Divinity, we find no diffi- 


* in * them. Would it not then be as 


eaſy 
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eaſy to produce paſſages which contradict it, if any 
ſuch exiſted? However, let us once more, and 1 
nally, take Og. their own- way. 


The doctrine of c. Divinity it is impoſſi- 
ble to reconcile with our reaſon, ſo that it ſhall not 
contradict it; and, as Gop has given us our reaſon 
to be the ſtandard of ſuch truths as we receive, 
what contradicts our reaſon we cannot receive as 
truth; and, as the doctrine of ChRIST's Divinity 
certainly does contradict it, we, ne cannot 
any It to be a truth, 
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Cr Now all this ſeeins to be very fair and plaufible. 
It 3 bath ſome truth in it, but much of fal- 
y. For, undeniable it js, that we cannot receive 
as e. What our reaſon aſſures us is not true; and if 
the doctrine of Cnzts7's Divinity depended merely 
on an appeal to our reaſon and its judgement, I 
think there would be few or none found who could 
be prevailed upon to receive it as a true doctrine. 
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It is undeniable alſo, that Gop has given us our 
reaſon, to aſſiſt and to determine us in our judge- 
ment of what is, and of what is not truth. But, let 
it be remembered withal, that Gop hath not given 
it to us for the purpoſe of judging, when he himſelf 
ſpeaks to us, whether he ſpeaks truth or not.. For, 
it is one of the firſt and moſt unerring principles of 
our reaſon, that nothing but truth can come from 
L | the- 
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the Gop of Truth, ſo that this primary judgement of 
our reaſon renders all farther enquiry . or judgement 


unneceſſary and abſurd. | 


But it will be ſaid, if we are precluded from exa- 


mining and judging of the doctrine by our reaſon, 


of what uſe 1s it that reaſon was given us in order to 
aſſiſt and determine us in the judgement of what is 
or 1s not truth? The communication of a doctrine 
to us is an appeal to our reaſon, with which, if it 
does not correſpond, it may, and ought to be, re- 
jected. 


Here, then, in anſwer it is to be ſaid, that Gop 
in all his dealings with us, acteth with the utmoſt 
conſiſtency ; that, in conformity with our primary 
eſtabliſhed principle, that nothing but truth can 
come from him, when he communicates a doctrine 
to us he ordains that we fhould have all the ſatisfac- 
tion reaſon can require, that the perſon who com- 
municates it has full authority, and really comes 
from himſelf. Hence he endows him with great and 
ſupernatural gifts and powers, which he is to exhibit 
before us. From them our reaſon is appealed to, to 
judge whether he indeed comes from Gop or not, 
and the decifion of true genuine reaſon will be ac- 
cording to the evidence. If the evidence is full and 
copious, if it is ſuch as to juſtify him to be à divine 
meſſenger, reaſon muſt and will acquieſce, and ac- 


knowledge him to be a perſon fent from Gop for 
the 
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the purpoſe of making a communication to us. If 
the evidence is otherwiſe, it will reje& him, and, of 
courſe, pay no regard to any thing that he would 
communicate. It pays no regard to what he -would 
communicate, becauſe he has failed in his primary 
evidence of being a divine meſſenger which ſhews 
plainly enough, that the primary evidence is the . 
teſt of the communication,” and: that the appeal. to 
our reaſon is in that, and not in the doctrine com- 
municated; for, the doctrine communicated, if the 
primary evidence is eftabliſhed, reaſon hath already 
determined muſt be true, becauſe, by that evidence, 
it comes from the Gop of Truth. Now if reaſon 
after this occupies itſelf in enquiring whether the 
doctrine thus communicated be true or falſe, i it can- 
not but act not only with the utmoſt inconſiſtency, 
but with the conſummation of inſolence and arro- 
gance; for it then becomes neither more nor leſs 
than an enquiry whether the Gop of Truth may not 
be a deceiver, and communicate to us that which in 
itſelf is an actual falſehood; for, if it is otherwiſe, 
for what end is the enquiry made? It cannot be for 
the purpoſe of aſcertaining the divine miſſion of the 
perſon by whom the doctrine is communicated; for, 
that is already aſcertained, and his divine miſſion 
acknowledged; and, therefore, it can be for no 
other purpoſe but that which is here aſſigned. 
Should it be ſaid, that the enquiry into the doctrine 
communicated is made for the purpoſe of ſtrengthen- 
ing and confirming the primary evidence, and leſt 
L 2 | reaſon 
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reaſon ſhould have erred, or been deceived in its 
judgement concerning it, this muſt be conſidered 
merely as an evaſion ; for, if reaſon could err or be 
deceived in its judgement of the primary evidence, 


ſo likewiſe may it in its judgement of the doctrine 


communicated, and then what becomes of reaſon a5 
the ſtandard of truth? If it can judge with certainty 
of the doctrine communicated, it can judge with 
certainty of the divine muſſion; and if it cannot 
judge with certainty of the divine miſſion, neither 
can it of the doctrine communicated. If reaſon, 
therefore, can judge with certainty in any caſe, it 
can judge with certainty of the divine miſſion; and 
if it judges and determines the divine miſſion to be 
true, and what it aſſumes to be, it, by that deter- 
mination, judges its communications to be true like- 


wile. 


Now then, to apply this to our preſent plirpoſe, 
If it is the determination of reaſon that the writers of 


the New Teſtament had the authority of a divine 


miſſion for what they have written: it by that de- 
termination judges the doctrines which they have 
communicated to us to be true. Here, then, the 
queſtion will turn upon this ſingle point: What is it 


that they have written? Have they written, that 


Ixsus Cur1sT is Gop ? If they have, then reaſon 
poſitively has determined that he is Gop, becauſe 
it has determined that what is written in the New 


Teſtament is true ; and therefore, after this, to'urge 
that 


6 


that the doctrine of our Loxp's Divinity is contrary 
to our reaſon, untrue, and incredible, 1s abſurd; 
for, we have determined already, that it 1s true, be- 
cauſe communicated to us by perſons commiſſioned 
to communicate it by the Gop of Truth. 


But it, probably, will be ſaid, However well we 
may be agreed with regard to the words in which 
the Sacred Writers have expreſſed themſelves, how- 
ever ready we may be to allow, that they certainly 
are the words of truth ; yet that reaſon muſt never- 
theleſs be ultimately appealed to, in order to deter- 
mine their ſignification, for, that no ſignification of 
the words which does nat fully accord with our na- 
tural reaſon can be admitted. 


The plain anſwer to this ſeems to be, that if the 
words to be interpreted are capable of two interpre- 
tations, without doing any violence to the words them- 
ſelves, and the one is apparently contrary to our rea- 
ſon, and the other certainly in full agreement with 
it; then, I think, there can be no doubt but that 
the latter interpretation is to be preferred. But, on 
the other hand, where the words plainly admit of 
but one only interpretation, there that interpreta- 
tion muſt be abided by as certain truth ; and reaſon 
hath no power to reject it. 
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| Eyw N 6 wp & epey. Can there be more than 
one interpretation of theſe words? If there can, 
what is it? Jo talk of unity of conſent is no inter- 


pretation of the words, but a deſcant upon them. 
Again : : 


FEY o Otuog nou emey AYTN, 6 K bios pou, xa 
0 Ozog pov. Theſe words alſo admit only of one in- 


terpretation, namely, that 'Thomas applied the 
words © My Lord and my Gop” perſonally to his 


Maſter. All that can be ſaid farther upon them 
goes beyond the interpretation, and is matter merely 


of ſurmiſe and conjecture ; and, moreover, if it tends 
to deftroy the effect of the interpretation, we need 


not heſitate to pronounce it to be moſt certainly 
falſe. : 


Epheſians iii. 9. Kat Scorirc maovrog Tig M ol 


700 Lush 70. 067; OKEHPUPLIhAEVOU cx O TWY COWYHY) EV TW 


Or, TW TH WHITE HIUTCYTOU Wa Insu XS .. In 


« Goy = created all things by JESsVSs ChRIS Y.“ 


By what authority are we to depart from the genuine 


interpretation of theſe words, which tell us, that the 
univerſe was created by JESUS CHRIST? Mr. Locke, 


indeed, tells us, in his note upon this paſſage, that 
x7iC does not always ſignify to create, which is true; 


and thence endeavours to explain away that creative 
power, and the exerciſe of it, which is, in theſe 


words, attributed unto Jesus CHRIST. The whole 


verſe he thus paraphraſes, And make all men per- 
6 come 


— 


cc ceive how this myſtery comes now to be commus- 
* nicated to the world, which has been concealed 
from all paſt ages, lying hid in the ſecret purpoſe 
of Gor, who frames and manages this whole crea- 
tion by JESUS ChRIST.“ Is there any thing in the 
Greek which will juſtify this paraphraſe? To r 
wevra x/oovri, are words univerſal and unlimited; 
Þut the paraphraſe limits them to the new creation, 
and deſtroys the univerſality of their extent. The 
Greek is, © who created all things, the univerſe; 
5 the Author of all, of every creation.” But the pa- 
raphraſe confines the Greek to a particular creation, 
and thereby gives a ſenſe to. the words which moſt 
manifeſtly does not belong to them. 'This great 
man, certainly, in this inftance, ſuffered his judge- 
ment to be warped by a tenaciouſneſs of his own 
opinion, which was by no means friendly to the 
Chriſtian doctrine of the Divinity of the Son of 
Gop, | 


Epheſ. v. 27. Tva Topagnon avryy sur ede, 
r £XXAno 10» wn erouoay omicy; © That he might 
*« preſent it to himſelf a glorious church, without 
% ſport.” Here, if the tranſlation of wergagnon is 
Juft, and to which I ſee no objection, what are we 
to make of this paſſage if Jzsus CHRIS was a mere 
man only ? Surely it is ſtrange language, and, I may 
add, unintelligible, to talk of a man's preſenting . 
a thing to himſelf, This aſſuredly appears to be an 
inſurmountable difficulty, and capable of being re- 

L 4 75S moved 
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moved by him only who believes Jzsvs Cunrsr to 
be Gop as well as man. Theſe words _ admit 
* of one interpretation. 


There is ſomething parallel to, and illuſtrating 
them, in the ſecond Epiſtle to the Corinthians, ch, 
v. 18. And all things are of Gop, who hath re- 
* conculcd us to himſelf by Jesus CHRIST.“ And 
again, ver. 19. Gor was in CHRIST reconciling 
the world to hunſelf.” Here evidently CRRIST is 
the medium of the reconciliation; but, “ in CHRIST 
was Gop, Qs 571 Qcog yy & Keg 00 jp0u ν,,- 
| Azoowy www, Now any interpretation of theſe 
words which tends to deſtroy the effects of them, or 
which does not directly affirm what the words them- 
ſelves affirm, muſt be falſe, No truth can be more 
certain, nor, I believe, is more generally admitted, 
than that we arg reconciled to Gan by Jxsvs 
CarisT; fo that JESsus CHRIST is the agent, as 
well as the medium of our reconcilation; but, in the 
words above-cited, Gop himſelf is the agent, He 
reconciles us to bimſelf, and whatever may have been 
the medium of the reconcihation, he is in the me- 
dium, Gop was in Cuz1sT reconciling the world to 
himſelf. How then can we ſeparate Gop from Cyr 187? 
How not acknowledge that he is the Ocavigurog. 


Romans viii. 9. But ye are not in the fleſh 
4 but in the ſpirit,” if fo be that the Spirit of Gop 
dwell in you. Now if any man haye not the Spirit 


8 
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«© of CHRIST he is none of his.“ The punctuation 
of this paſſage appears to be wrong, as alſo doth the 
tranſlation of « de rig by = now if any man,” which 
I think, ſhould be, For, if any man;“ for, as the 
words ſtand in our tranſlation, they ſeem to be the 
beginning of a new detached ſentence. Be this, 
however, as it will; the paſſage plainly declares, 
that the Spirit of CuRTST is the Spirit of God, and 
that the terms are convertible, and therefore that 
Cnur15T is Gop. This, I think, no one will hefi- 
tate to acknowledge who recollects what is written, 
John xvi. ** When. the Spirit of Truth is come he 


66 ſhall lead you into all truth.—He ſhall glorify me, 


6 for he ſhall receive of mine, and ſhall ſhew it 
“ unto you. All things whatſoever the Father hath 
are mine, therefore I ſaid, he ſhall receive of mine, 


& and ſhall ſhew it unto you: therefore, the Spirit of 


Car1sT is the Spirit of Gop, and the Spirit of Gop 
is the Spirit of CHRIST. 


Here, then, if reaſon 1s appealed to in the inter- 
pretation of theſe few. paſſages (and numbers more 
might be added to them), what is it that it can do? 
It is limited in the interpretation to the words them- 


ſelves, which it may not go beyond, nor change, 
nor alter; for, if it goes beyond, or changes, or al- 


ters the words, it does not interpret then, but ſome- 


thing elſe. Now, as it is confined, and limited to 


the words themſelves, what are the mighty effects 
Which are to be produced by the ultimate appeal to 
reaſon ? 
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reaſon? It cannot make any variation in the words; 
it cannot make them to be what they are not: all 
that it can do is, it can reject the words; but, if it 
rejects them, it, by neceſſity, likewiſe rejects the 
Author of them; and, in rejecting him, it denies 
what it acknowledges, that he has a divine miſſion, 
and that his words are truth. In ſhort, when we 
talk of an appeal to our reaſon upon the ſubject of re- 
velation, I fear, in general, we mean an appeal to our 
own opinions, which, Iam perſuaded, are often miſta- 
ken by the human mind for reaſon, and when they 
are deeply rooted, all the powers of reaſon are in- 
fafficient to eradicate them. If the preconceived 
opinion is, that Gop the Divinity cannot be united 
to a human being, it is impoſſible that the doctrine 
of the New Teſtament can accord with ſuch opi- 
nion, becauſe, it teaches, that Ixsus, the Son of 
Man, is in the proper ſenſe at the fame time the 
Son of Gop, and of courſe truly Gop; and hence 
the doctrine being contrary to the opinion, will be 
deemed contrary to reaſon. But reaſon eſtabliſhes 
it, certainly and infallibly, that whatever comes 
from the Gop of Truth muſt be true; and, there- 
fore, in ſuch a caſe, that is, where a doctrine really 
comes from the Gop of Truth, it totally diſcards, 
annihilates, opinion, and ſuffers it not to operate in 
the ſmalleſt degree; for, what is opinion when op- 
poſed to what reaſon Acknowledges, is, and muſt 
be, true? Doth it ceaſe Yo be true becauſe it varies 
from opinion? Then the ultimate appeal lies to opi- 

x4 nion 
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nlon and not to reaſon. Then a revelation from 
Gop of the Divinity of Ixsus CurrsT may be re- 
jected, becauſe opinion diſapproves of it, although 
reaſon eſtabliſhes that it muſt be true, becauſe it 
comes from Gop. a | 


I have uſed the word opinion here, but, perhaps, 
the more proper word would have been imagination. 
It is thus our tranſlators, and very properly, have 
rendered the word Agyioporg in 2 Cor. x. 5. No 
poug xcebeupourrss, caſting down imaginations. The 


true Chriſtian keeps all imagination in ſubjection to 


the controul of reaſon and truth, and ſuffers nothing 
in his mind to exalt itſelf againſt the knowledge of 
Gon, a knowledge which he obtains determinately 
from revelation alone, and from no other ſource- 
And this knowledge he obtains either mediately or 
immediately. To the latter mode of obtaining it we 
have no pretenſions, and therefore it concerns not 
our preſent ſubject. The former mode only is that 
by which the revelation of the knowledge of Gop 
comes to us, and that revelation we know affuredly 
comes from him, when our reaſon is fully ſatisfied 
that he comes from him by whom it is communi- 
cated to us, and when our reaſon 1s thus ſatisfied it 
filences all imaginations, and will not ſuffer them to 
be heard; for, however loudly they may plead with 
their difficulties and impoſſibilities, the final anſwer 
of reaſon is: The doctrine communicated to us cer- 
tainly comes from Gov, and therefore is, and muſt 
be, 
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be, true. Now, then, if the New Teſtament is 
acknowledged to have been a revelation from God, 
all that we have to- do 1s, to enquire whether the 
words of the New Teſtament do, or do not, expreſs 
the doctrine propoſed to us. Are they the words of 
the New Teſtament, that Jesus ChRIST is Ococ xa 
Kvpec, that he is e Oos, that he is & popy 
Ocoy VAZPX@ 3 ; that he 1s one with the Father; that 
he is in the Father, and the Father in im? Are 
_ theſe, and ſuch like expreſſions really in the New 
Teſtament? or are they not? If they are, what 
hath imagination to oppoſe againſt them, which can 
be attended to? 'The voice of reaſon moſt loudly 
' proclaims, that the words are true, becauſe they are 
the words of Gop. In vain, then, doth 1 Imagina- 
tion plead againſt them; far, if the revelation is a 
revelation from Gop, and the words are in that re- 
velation, reaſon pronounces them to be true, not- 
withſtanding every effort of the imagination to the 
contrary. 


It were to be wiſhed, that thoſe who talk ſo loud- 
ly, and as they think ſo wiſely, concerning rational 
religion, and rational Chriſtianity, could be per- 
ſuaded to adopt what 1s really a rational religion, 
and a rational Chriſtianity ; for, while they acknow- 
ledge, as they affect to do, the truth of the New 
Teſtament, they a& moſt irrationally in oppoſing 
and calling in queſtion its doctrines. Reaſon never 
will juſtify them in admitting the New Teſtament to 

| be 


„ 
be a divine revelation, while they reject its doctrines. 
In the one or the other they muſt act with infinite 
abſurdity. If the New Teſtament is a revelation 
from God, its doctrines muſt be true; if its doc- 
trines are not true, it cannot be a revelation from 
Gov. This confideration, I fuppoſe, is that which 
hath driven ſo many into Deiſm ; for the mind, na- 
turally revolting from the many numerous abſurdi- 
ties with which what is falſely called rational Chriſ- 
tianity is clogged, perplexed with its wildnefſes and 
intricacies, and, in this ſtate, ſeeing no ground on 


which it may reſt with peace to itſelf, withdraws 


from ſuch a ſcene of endleſs inconſiſtencies, and 
even from Chriſtianity itſelf, to take refuge in the 
hopeleſs rigour of Deiſm, wherein, if it experiences 
nothing of comfort, it nevertheleſs imagines itſelf 
emancipated from contradictions. 


And, indeed, what is called rational Chriſtianity 
hath a natural tendency to drive men into Deiſm ; 
for, however the mind may for a while be delighted 
with the ſelf- importance into which rational Chriſ- 
tianity introduces it, it cannot always be blind to 
its abſurdities and contradictions. At length, it 
will diſcover and feel them; and when once this 
happens, having rejected genuine Chriſtianity, it 
hath no other reſource if it would retain any appea:- 
ance of religion, but in Deiſm. Men, therefore, 
cannot be too much upon their guard again this 
ſtrange infatuation. For, what is called rational 

Chriſ- 
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4 459 ) 
Chriſtianity, when examined and brought to the 
teſt, will be found to be moſt irrational, moſt con- 
trary to reaſon, if it be irrational to admit a revela- 
tion as true, and then to reject its doctrines as falſe, 
to receive a man as a divine meſſenger, as certainly 
coming from the Gob of Truth, and then to make 
enquiry whether he does not ſpeak what is falſe. 
Reaſon can have no ſhare in an enquiry of this na- 
ture. It is opinion only, imagination, or by what- 
ever other name you chuſe to diſtinguiſh ſuch a de- 
luſion of the mind, that is concerned in it, and the 
name of reaſon is moſt unjuſtly and abuſively given 
to it; ſo that, after all, theſe advocates for rational 
Chriſtianity, theſe gigantic aſſertors of the dignity 
of human reaſon, who trample upon the faith of 
Chriſtians with fo much diſdain, are the greateft 
enemies which reaſon has; they reject the true and 
certain dictates of reaſon as impoſture, and appeal 
to conceit and imagination for truth; they treat the 
reſt of the world as the enemies of reaſon, and are 
themſelves the dupes of folly. Reaſon is un- 
doubtedly the gift of Gop to us, and the diſtin- 
guiſhing property of man, and therefore as certainly 
its deciſions ought to be attended to; and if, after a 
rigorous enquiry into the credentials of a perſon who 


comes to us as from Gop (and the enquiry cannot 


be too rigorous), it decides that he certainly does 


come from him, there lies no appeal from its de- 


ciſion. An appeal to what he teacheth againſt what 
he teacheth is abſurd in the higheſt degree, becauſe 
- | the 


( 159 ) 
the truth of his doctrine is involved in the deciſion, 
that he comes from Gop. In that deciſion reaſon 


decides that the doctrine is true, and therefore any 


deciſion afterwards from the nature of the doctrine, 


that it is falſe, is all directly contrary to reaſon; and 


if it is to be attended to, then what is contrary to 
the deciſions of reaſon is to be attended to, and then 
of what uſe is reaſon to us? 


1 * this to the eonſideration of thoſe who re- 
ject the doctrine of our Loxp's Divinity, together 
with other doctrines of the New Teſtament. 


But it may be ſaid, in oppoſition to what has been 
already urged, if the doctrine communicated is no 
teſt of the revelation, what are we to do in theſe laſt 
ages of the world, when no miracles are wrought for 
our conviction ? and when we have nothing elſe but 
the doctrine communicated to direct us in forming 
our judgement whether the New Teſtament —_ 15, 
or is . a revelation from Gop ? 


The 5 to this is, Firſt, that we have ſome- 


thing elſe to aſſure us of the reality of the revela- 


tion beſide the doctrine communicated; and, Se- 
condly, that, if we had nothing elſe, the doctrine 


communicated would not aſſure us of the . of 
the revelation. For, 7 [1 
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Pirſt. The New Teſtament comes to us as a re- 
velation written by perſons under the inſpiration of 
the Gop of Truth; and therefore the matter com- 
municated becomes not a conſideration till it is eſta- 
bliſhed, that it really was not written by the perfons 
to whom it is aſcribed, and that theſe perſons really 
were not under the inſpiration of the Gop of Truth. 
That the New Teſtament was written by the perſons 
to whom it is aſcribed, we have juſt the ſame kind 
of evidence as we have that the commentaries of 
Czfar, or the writings of Livy or Tacitus, or any 
other antient authors, were written by them whoſe 
names they bear; and therefore as the evidence is 
valid and received in the one caſe, ſo is it valid like- 
wiſe, and ought to be received, in the other. Ad- 
mitting, therefore, the writers of the New Teſta- 
ment to have been thoſe to whom it 1s attributed, 
the queſtion is, were theſe perſons under the inſpi- 
ration of the Gop of Truth, or were they not? 
That they themſelves write and expreſs themſelves 
as if they were is undeniable ; but, this evidence not 
being ſufficient to anſwer the queſtion, and being 
ſuch as will not be admitted as proof, recourſe muſt 
be had to ſome other mode of enquiry, whereby the 
queſtion will be anſwered ſatisfactorily. 
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Here, then, as we know, with pretty ſufficient 
accuracy, the time in which the writers of the New 
Teſtament lived, and in which their ſacred writings 
were ſubmitted to the world, the enquiry muſt be, 

how 
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how were they received then? what evidence, what 


credentials, did they then exhibit of their being un- 


der the inſpiration of the Gop of Truth? The an- 


ſwer muſt be, They wrought publicly a great varie- 
ty of moſt aſtoniſhing miracles; and, being en- 


dowed ina very extraordinary manner with the gift of 


tongues, they were enabled, and actualy did ſpeak to 
every man in his own language. But this is not all: 


they not only did theſe things, but affirmed, and pub- h 


liſhed openly, in writing, to the then world, that 
they had done them. They affirmed, and publiſhed 
openly, that in the name of Jesus of Nazareth 
they had reſtored the impotent man to his ftrength. 
They affirmed, and publiſhed openly, that, by the 
laying on of the apoſtles hands, the Hoy Gnosr 


was given, and the gift of . tongues conferred upon 


others. This was ſuch an appeal in behalf of their 
own veracity, as none could have made who was 
nat conſcious of truth, It was an appeal to the 


people of their own time; an appeal to thoſe who. 


had it in their power, if they were falſe, to have 
confuted and expoled their falſehood; to perſons 
who could not but know, whether the impotent man 
was reſtored to his ſtrength or not; and who could 
not but know whether there was 'any truth in the 
fact which they aſſerted concerning the gift of 
tongues ; but where, when, or by whom of the peo- 
ple of their own times, was this aſſertion of theirs 
ever denied? Who ever denied that they performed 


the miracles which they told the then world in wri- ; 


6 0 


. 5 ting 


— — — — = — 
— . 

— ——— —— — — — — 

— 2 — 


iN 
B 
3 
= 

7 
. 
1 

1 
' Wh 
WH 
'W 
. 
= 
1 


” * 
8 1 
” x 
LARS EINE Co ACE 2 2. 


— — — 


—— — — — — 


— — ** — 
rr 


— 
— — vu— 


— 


— — = 
— — —— 


* 


%% „ 
ting that they had performed? The writing was 
public and open to the inſpection of every one; and 
therefore, if it had contained falſchoods, the Jews, 

who were his moſt inveterate enemies, would never 
have ſuffered it to have paſſed upon the world with- 
out bearing their ftrongeſt teſtimony againſt it : but 
no ſuch teſtimony ever yet has been heard of, and 
the ſeveral facts recorded in the · New Teſtament 
have deſcended from that time to the preſent hour, 
without any thing to oppoſe againſt them. If the 
reader will turn to Acts iv. he will there fee a very 
artleſs narrative, but delivered with all the confi- 
dence of truth of what followed in conſequence of 
the miracle wrought upon the impotent nian by the 
two apoſtles Peter and John. They were ſummoned, 
the writer inforins us, to appear, and to'give an ac- 
count of what they had done, before the chiefs and 
rulers of the Jews. There were preſent upon the 
occaſion Annas the high prieſt, and Caiaphas, and 
John, and Alexander, together with as many as 
were of the high prieſt s kindred. Theſe men having 
examined them, and finding no ſufficient cauſe for 

- puniſhing them, and moreover being unable to deny 
the miracle, (for, the man who had been reſtored 
was there preſent before them,) they diſmiſſed the 
two apoſtles, with . ſevere threats and ſtrict mjunc- 
tions, that they ſhould not teach any more in the 
name of Jesvs. Now, if this narrative hath any 
truth in it, the evidence thence is 'moſt plain 

and convincing, that the two apoſtles, Peter and 


9 6 


John, were e by, and under, the e- 
tion of the God of Truth, and, conſequently, that 
the doctrines which they have communicated to the 
world are true, (and true the narrative moſt" certainly 
appears to be,) neither has any thing, at any time, 
been produced to contradict it. Annas and Caia- 
phas, and John and Alexander, were perſons whom 
the writer has particularly pointed out by name as 
concerned in the examination of the apoſtles and 
others: he hath no leſs accurately deſcribed who were 
concerned with them, namely, as many as were of 
the kindred of the high prieſt. Was there none of 
theſe to be found who would riſe up to vindicate 
themſelves from ſuch an aſperſion as was thrown 
upon their characters by this narrative of the Sacred 
Writer? Suppoſe them, againſt every degree of 
probability, to have been all dead when the narra- 
tive was publiſhed ; what became of all the rulers, 
and elders, and ſcribes, who are ſaid to have been 
aſſembled with them? Were theſe all dead like- 
wiſe? There muſt have been then a very ſad mor- 
tality at Jeruſalem, that could have ſwept away ſuch 
numbers in the ſhort ſpace of about eight and twen- 
ty or thirty years! But neither is this all. The Sa- 

cred Writer tells us, that the miracle was notorious, 
and generally known to all the inhabitants of Jeruſa- 
lem. Were theſe alſo all deceaſed ? Was there not 
one ſurviving perſon to be found who could give his 
teſtimony, and put a ſtop to the progreſs of a reli- 
gion which my were all ſo zealous to extirpate ? 
> _ as T his, 
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( 164 ) 1 
This, ſurely, muſt be too much for the faith even 
of a modern ſage, who can believe any extravagance 
that is urged againſt the Chriſtian religion, and no 
truth that is urged in its behalf. If the facts re- 
corded in the Goſpels and the Acts of the Apoſtles 
are true, there cannot be a doubt but that the doc- 
trines of the New Teſtament are communications to 
us from the Gop of Truth, by perſons authorized 
and inſpired by himſelf. As fuch they were received 
by the firſt converts to Chriſtianity, who had every 
opportunity 'of examining with certainty into the 
truth of the facts recorded. As ſuch they have de- 
ſcended unimpeached, to any purpoſe, through a 
long ſuccefſion of ages to our own times, never de- 
nied or oppoſed by thoſe, who,' if they had been 
falſe, could have denied or oppoſed them with ef- 
fect, but ſuffered to remain as they are recorded, 
uncontrouled by any evidence to the contrary. Had 
the miracles and wonders recorded in the Sacred 
Writings deſcended to us only by oral tradition, we 
probably ſhould have paid very little attention to 
them; we ſhould have rejected or received them in 
proportion as they might have appeared to us, ei- 
ther probable or poſſible. But here, in the preſent 
inſtance, oral tradition hath no manner of concern. 
Our information comes from written records, writ- 
ten and publiſhed early, and at a time when they 
might have been contradicted, bidding defiance to 
all gainſaying or contradiction. St. Matthew's Goſ- 
pel was written within about eight years after our 
FILA Cs | Lon p's 
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Lok D's aſcenſion, and in the Jewiſh language, and, 
therefore in a language which the Jews in general 
could not but underſtand; and having been written 
ſo early, it is impoſſible but the Jews muſt have 
known whether the facts recorded in it were true or 
otherwiſe; and, if any of them had not been true, 
is it conceivable that they would not moſt trium- 
phantly have taken the advantage of it? But no- 
thing of the kind has ever yet appeared, nor been 
heard of, even by report. On the contrary, the 
Ebionites, who were as much Jews as they were 
Chriſtians, admitted the truth of St. Matthew's Goſ- 
pel, and adopted it all except the firſt two or three 
chapters; which it is not to be imagined they would 
have done if the facts recorded in it were notoriouſly 
falſe, and ſuch as no one at Jeruſalem knew any thing 
of. St. Mark's Goſpel was. written within about ten 
years after the aſcenſion, and the Acts of the Apoſ- 
tles about twenty-eight or thirty years after the ſame 
event. Now then, if we confider theſe early pub- 
lications as appeals for the truth of what is recorded 
in them, which in fact they are; and, if we farther 
conſider, that nothing has ever appeared in conſe- 
quence of theſe appeals, either denying or diſproving 
the facts recorded; the reſult is, and neceffarily 
muſt be, Therefore the facts recorded in the pub- 
lications are real truths; and therefore the writers of 
the New Teſtament were what all Chriſtians acknow- 
ledge them to have been, perſons under the inſpira- 

tion of the Gop of Truth; and if they were, then 
| M 3 the 
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( 166 ) 
the doctrines which they have communicated to us, 
muſt be true likewiſe : whence it follows, that we, 
in theſe laſt ages of the world, have the fame evi- 
dence as the primitive Chriftians themſelves had of 
the New Teſtament's being a revelation from Go, 
the facts being as aſſuredly aſcertained to us as if we 
had been eye-witneſſes of them; in which latter cir- 
cumſtance conſiſts the only difference between us 
and them. Hence may it, without heſitation, be 
affirmed, that we have other evidence beſide the 
doctrine communicated, to direct us in forming our 
judgement, whether the New Teſtament is- really a 
revelation from Gop or not, even the very firft and 
original evidence, the uncontrouled evidence of 
wonders and miracles, ſtrengthened by the teftimony 
of all antiquity. 


* 


But, if we had not this evidence, the doctrine 
communicated would not help us, or be any proof 
of the reality of the revelation. For, confider, the 
doctrines of the New Teſtament are either ſuch as 
relate to what we call morality, or elſe they relate to 
matters of a much higher nature, and that lie far 

beyond the ſphere of our determinate knowledge. 
Now then, what afſurance do the moral doctrines of 
the New Teſtament afford us that it is a revelation 
from Gop? Was morality unknown to the world 
before the promulgation of the Goſpel? Were 
there no writers upon moral ſubjects prior to 1t? 


nl, was there no truth in what they wrote upon 
theſe 


(7) 
theſe ſubjects ? Who will ſay there was not? But, 
if there was truth in what they wrote, then the very 


fame rule by which you would prove the New Tef- 


tament to be a revelation will prove alſo, that Tul- 


ly's Offices, or any other moral writings, were re- 


velations, which, I ſuppoſe, no ene will contend for. 
For, if the truth of the moral doctrines: ſhould be 
proof in the one caſe, it will be alſo in the other. 


As, then, the truth of its moral doctrines will not _ 


alone aflure us, that the New Teftament is a revela- 
tion from Gop; much leſs will thoſe higher doctrines 
which lie ſo much beyond our reach, and which our 
reaſon tells us, if they are received at all, muſt be 
received by a faith grounded on the authority of 
thoſe by whom they are communicated to us. To 


this, however, it is oppoſed, that theſe doctrines, 


if they are received, can be received upon no other 
foundation but that of our reaſon, approving and 
adjudging them to be worthy of Gop. 


How long will not men ceaſe to ſpeak with pre- 
ſumption and arrogance concerning Gop ! Shall a 
moth, an inſect that flutters its few moments in the 
ſun, and then drops, dare to ſay, what is, or what is 


not, worthy of the Almighty Gop and Creator of the 


univerſe, a Being who is at ſuch an infinite diſ- 
tance from us, that the utmoſt powers of the-human 
mind are quite unable to ſearch him out! Where 


re the balances which human reaſon is poſſeſſed of. 
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6 dich to weigh the things that are worthy of 
Gov 7 What is the ſtandard which is to determine 
that a doctrine, of the atonement for inſtance, and 
fatisfaction made for the ſins of men by the ſuffer- 
| ings of the innocent Ixsus, is unworthy of him? 
If you can prove this, you muſt have ſome medium 
of compariſon whereby to prove it; but, confeſſed- 
ly, you have none; for, God is ſo infinitely be- 
'yond us, that no medium can poffibly bring him 
into compariſon. ** To whom then will ye liken 
«© Gon? or what likeneſs will ye compare unto 
& him?” And again, as from Gop himſelf, the 
prophet aſketh, **'To whom will ye liken me, and 
© make me equal, and compare me, that we may 
cc he like?“ So that, when we talk of receiving or 
rejecting the doctrines of the New Teſtament, as 
our reaſon adjudges them to be either worthy or un- 
worthy of Gop, we talk entirely at random, ſince 
our reaſon is deſtitute of any mean whereby ſuch an 
adjudication can be made. 


It is true, and I ſcruple not to acknowledge it, 
that ſome of the doctrines of the New Teſtament 
are extremely difficult to the human mind, and, I 
may add, irreconcilable by any of thoſe modes-of 
reaſoning to which, as human beings, we are ne- 
ceſſarily confined ; but they are not therefore falſe 
or unworthy of Gop : tor, in order to pronounce 
them ſo, we muſt have comparative ideas whereby 
to determine us in our judgement ; we muſt have 

where- 


5 | = 169 ö | 
ie cel to treat theſe ſubjects i in the ſame mans | 
ner as we do others which the mind is competent to 
diſcuſs; which we moſt certainly have not. From 
the want of a medium we are unable to pronounce 
that a ſquare is equal to a given circle; but who ever 
argued thence, that therefore no ſquare can be equal to 
a given circle? And yet ke that ſhould argue thus would 
argue to the full with as much wiſdom as he that ar- 
gues that the doctrines of the New Teſtament are to 
be rejected, becauſe, we are unable to inveſtigate 
them with thoſe powers which are unequal to the in- 
veſtigation. Where the powers of the mind are 
equal and ſuflicient for the ſubject, there, doubtleſs, 
we muſt be determined by the mind's deciſion ; but 
where theſe fail us, as they certainly do with regard 
to ſome doctrinal ſubjects of the New Teftament, 
there any poſitive deciſion of the mind 1s ridiculous, 


becauſe, it is deciding without a judgement, which 
15 abſurd, 
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Upon the whole, then, if we have no other mode 
of determining whether the New Teſtament is a re- 
velation from God, but what is derived from its 
communicated doctrines, it may afluredly be Pro- 
nounced, that we have no mode of determining it 
at all. Neither the moral nor the other doctrines 
will prove it; the proof reſts entirely on the credi- 
bility of the perſons by whom they are communi- 
cated to us; and, if they are credible, if they have 
lufficiently evidenced, that they were under the in- 

ſpiration 
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ſpiration of the Gop of Truth, and that what they 
communicate to us hath the ſanction of his high au- 
thority, human reaſon muſt bow down and ac- 
knowledge their communications to be a divine re- 
velation; and, notwithſtanding any difficulties or 
intricacies that may be in them, that therefore they 
carnot be otherwiſe than certain and infallible 
truths, 


I ſhall add only a few words more with regard to 
the interpretation of the New Teſtament, 


It is certainly to be interpreted ſtrictly according 
to the words; and the conſtruction of the words is 
ta be by the ſame rules as govern us in the conftruc- 
tion of any other Greek writings, As for Hehraiſms 
in theſe Sacred Writings, they are not by any means 
fo numerous as is often imagined; and, moreover, 
they have no right to talk of Hebraiſms in them 
who do not underſtand Hebrew themſelves, which, 
I apprehend, 1s underſtood by very few. Any de- 
viations, therefore, from the general- rules of con- 
ſtruction on account of Hebraiſms will be very 
rarely admiſſible, EE 


Very rarely alſo, I think never, are they to be in- 
terpreted as if they were written in conformity with 
the vulgar errors of the Jews; for, that muſt be a 
ſtrange kind of revelatlon which hath for its baſis the 
errors of ignorance, 'This wild conceit, this nau- 

| | ſegus 


* 
ſeous crudity of the imagination, I find has met 
with its fautors among the friends of rational Chriſ- 
tianity, who, if they go on as they have begun, will 
ſoon leave us nothing of truth in the Chriſtian reli- 
gion. St. John ſays exprefily, AyyzAog Yung xore 
ci KATESOUVEY e TH AO vubna HOU ETWpPRITE To bop. 
This, it ſeems, has no truth in it; and St. John only 
ſays it, becauſe it was a vulgar error among the 
Jews. Surely this is taking a liberty with St. John 
which you would not take with even any common 
writer. This is ſtamping the character of falſehood 
upon him with a high hand indeed. But, I am to 
obſerve, that the evangeliſt . doth not relate the 
* circumftance according to the hypothefis received 
* among his countrymen, without mentioning any 
* thing concerning the truth or falſebood of their opi- 
nion; for, if there is any faith in language, he 
poſitively aſſerts it as a truth. The whole paſſage 
in our tranſlation, which is ſufficiently accurate, is 
thus: Now there is at Jeruſalem, by the ſheep 
„ market, a pool, which is called in the Hebrew 
* tongue Betheſda, having five porches. In theſe 
lay a great multitude of impotent folk, of blind, 
*© halt, withered, waiting for the moving of the 
water; for an angel went down at a certain ſeaſon 
* into the pool and troubled the water. Wheſoever, 
e then, firſt after the troubling of the water flepped in, 
« was made whole of whatſeever diſeaſe be had.” 


Where 
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- Where ſhall we find words whereby to expreſs the 
Poſitiye aſſertion of a fact, if theſe words do not 
aſſert one. An angel, he aſſerts, in plain terms, 
deſcended occaſionally. This angel troubled the 
water, and whoever then ſtepped in firſt was cured 
of whatever diſorder he had. Was this ſaid in con- 
formity with the vulgar error of the Jews? What 
mark, what token, have you of it? To the reader 
there appears nothing but the poſitive aſſertion of 
the evangeliſt himſelf. Moreover, whence derive 
you your information, that the circumſtance of the 
angel's deſcent really was an opinion current among 
the Jews? For, until that is eſtabliſhed by ſuffi- 
cient proof, the whole buſineſs of this objection to 
the truth of what St. John ſays, 1s merely a petitis 
principii, and nothing elſe. Eſtabliſh this point firſt, 
and then 1t will be time enough to make a farther 
enquiry into the validity of the objection. If we are 
to make opinions for the Jews, and then attribute 
the aſſertions of the Sacred Writers to their acqui; 
eſcence with thoſe opinions, it will ſoon be all over 
with the Chriſtian religion, 


But we are told, that the Sacred Writers acquieſce 
with popular prejudices “ whenever any thing is 
* mentioned or advanced in Scripture, that is in- 
« conſiſtent with the known principles of truth and 
&« reaſon.” As I never yet have met with any thing 
advanced in Scripture which was contrary to the 
known principles of truth and reaſon, I cannot help 

| thinking, 


( x73 ) 

thinking, that this alſo is a begging the queſtion, 
What'is brought forward as an exemplification of 
the Sacred Writers' acquieſcing with popular preju- 
dices is all a miſtake; for, what is ſaid, Acts xvi. 16. 

is only in compliance with popular language, and not 
particularly of the Jews, but of almoſt all the world. 


And, moreover, if what many have conceived is 


true, that @y:vus ? II UH is merely a Hebraiſm for 
ce TIfwrov, it then expreſſes nothing more 
than that the damſel had, according to our tranfla- 
tion, a ſpirit of divination ; and, ſurely, for the Sa- 


cred Writer to ſay this cannot be in compliance | 


with popular prejudice, or in ' contradiction to the 
known principles of truth and reaſon ; for, except 
we deny the truth of all hiſtory, many have been 
poſſeſſed with ſuch a ſpirit. 


It is urged alſo, that whatever 1s ſaid in Scrip- 
* ture concerning Satan, Demons, or Demoniacs, 
© and that repreſents the Devil as the principle of 
devil, inſtigating mankind to fin, is all merely in 
compliance with the popular prejudices of the age, 
* and of the country in which the writers lived; 


* * for the exiſtence of a malignant being, exerting 


an influence over the minds of men, and impelling 
them to vice and miſery, is utterly inconfiftent with 
* the perfections of the Deity, with the wiſdom of the 
„Divine government, and with the free and moral 
15  _ of man, and hence what is recorded con- 
W ng our Logp' 5 temptation 15 nothing but a fic- 
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er tion, invented for the purpoſe of complying with 
© popular errors, the whole ſtory being only a narra- 

& tion of certain internal emotions and incitements 

de to fin, which the Holy Jzsvs felt ariſing in his 
© ſpotleſs mind.” We might well aſk here, How 
emotions and incitements to fin ſhould ariſe in a 

fpatleſs mind? They could hardly ariſe from the 
mind itſelf, and, if they did not, then muſt they 

have been introduced into it by ſome malignant 

agency from without, call that agency by whatever 

name you chuſe. However, we will not dwell upon 

this, as no reader need be told, that a ſpotleſs mind 

can cauſe no emotions or intitements to fin. Let us 

attend to the other ſuggeſtion, that the exiſtence of 

ſuch a malignant being as we conceive the Devil to 

be, is inconſiſtent with the perfections and wiſdom 

of the Deity, and the free and moral agency of man. 

— kl The beſt anſwer to this will be, an appeal to what is, 
Þ | and what is experienced to be a fact among human 
3-4 | beings. Moſt notorious is the exiſtence of malig- 
nant agents among human beings, who are daily 
exerciſing the very ſame malignity as, it is here ſaid, 
is inconſiſtent with the wiſdom and perfections of 
. Gop to ſuffer; and, if ſuch malignity exiſts among 
human beings, how can there be any inconſiſtency 
in believing what the Scriptures aſſure us, that there 
is ſuch malignity in the Devil and his angels. Can 
we be ſtrangers to the fact, that there are proſti- 
tuted women who make it their buſineſs to enſnare 
artleſs innocence to its ruin ? Can we. be 1gnorant, 
that 
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that there have been in France men throwing off all 
religion, and exerciſing their malignity even — - 


Gop himſelf? And, will you charge Gop with 
inconſiſtency in his wiſdom and perfections, becauſe 
he ſuffers the exiſtence of ſuch human beings? if 
not, where is the inconſiſtency if he ſuffers the ex- 
iſtence of malignant beings who are not human? 
and, if he ſuffers them to incite men to evil, when 
he ſuffers men to incite one another to evil? The 
truth is, and it is a primary truth, that there can be 
no inconſiſtency in whatever it pleaſes Gon to ſuffer 


to be. That he does ſuffer human beings to exiſt 


who exerciſe a malignity of the ſame nature with 
that which 1s aſcribed to the agency of the Evil 
Spirit ts moſt certain; and, therefore, that the ex- 


iſtence of ſuch an evil ſpirit cannot be incoriſiſtent 
with the wiſdom and perfections of Gop; and, con- 
ſequently, that no objection can lie againſt the Sa- 


cred Writers, for aſferting the exiſtence of ſuch an 
evil ſpirit ; and, moreover, that their having aſſerted 
it was not in compliance with the vulgar and erro- 
neous opinions of the Jews. 


May we not be allowed, exclufive of every other 


confideration, to form a very ſtrong preſumption, 


that there is ſuch an evil fpirit, from the very ob- 


jection which is made to his exiſtence ? Pull of wiles 


and fubtlety he is repreſented to be; and what can 
be more ſubtle, what more likely to enſure ſucceſs 
to himſelf in his exertions againſt us, than the in- 

= troduction 
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tröduction into our minds of a perſuaſion of lis 


own non-exiſtence ? Little able will the General be 
to make reſiſtance, who is attacked by the Enemy, 
while he imagines he has no enemy to be apprehen- 
five of. This ought well and feriouſly to be conſi- 
dered, leſt, with all our ſuperlative wiſdom, we 
ſhould, in the end, find ruin in our ſecurity. 


And as the exiſtence of an Evil Spirit is not in- 


confiſtent with the wiſdom and perfections of Gop, 


fo neither 18 1t with the free and moral agency of 
man. Man is free as a moral agent, becauſe he can- 
not irreſiſtibly be impelled into evil. He may reſiſt, 
and, if he reſiſts, he conquers; and therefore the 
Scripture ſays, ** reſiſt the Devil, and he will flee 
© before you.” And this the Scripture ſaith, not in 
acquieſcence with I know not what erroneous opi- 


nions of the Jews, but from a certainty of its truth. 


If, then, the Sacred Writers aſſert the exiſtence of 
the Evil Spirit, they aflert, nevertheleſs, the free- 
dom of man, whoſe will is at liberty either to reſiſt 
or to ſubmit to his influence, as it ſhall think pro- 
pet, but cannot be compelled to a ſubmiſſion to it 


without its own voluntary conſent. There is, there- 


fore, nothing in the exiſtence of the Evil Spirit, 


which is contrary to the free and moral agency of 


man. 


As then the Sacred Writers have aſſerted the exiſ- 
tence of an evil Spirit, as there is nothing in the aſ- 
| | ſertion 


( 1797 ) 


ſertion which is contrary to the wiſdom and perfections 
of GoD, or the free and moral agency of man; there 
can be no occaſion for grounding the aſſertion on 
any opinions that might have been current among 
the Jews. It is the aſſertion of men inſpired by the 
Gop of Truth, that ſuch an Evil Spirit exiſts, it 
therefore is true; and, moreover, it therefore hath 
not its origin in any Jewiſh opinions or traditions. 
There may not perhaps be any harm in ſuppoſing. 
that the Sacred Writers ſometimes in their expreſſi- 
ons conform themſelves to popular language; but, 
this is very different from a ſuppoſition that in their 
aſſertions and doctrines they do the ſame. This 
would be to reduce the whole of Chriſtianity to a 
mere fable; for, by the ſame rule that one aſſertion 
or doctrine was charged to the account of an idle 
tradition, another might be; and thus the whole 
would become fabulous. For this reaſon, therefore, 
as hath been already ſuggeſted, the Sacred Writings 
are never to be interpreted as if what was aſſerted or 
taught in them was fo aſſerted and taught in com- 
pliance with popular opinions. 


In our interpretation of the New Teſtament, we 
are rigidly to adhere to the words written, which we 
are to conſtrue by the ſame rules of conſtruction as 
govern us in the conſtruction of any other Greek 
Writer. When we have thus obtained from the 
words themſelves the ſenſe of the aſſertion or the 
doctrine; we are then invariably to bear in our minds 
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che authority whence the afertion; or doctrine, 


proceeds, and that the Writer is a perſon inſpired 
by the Gop of Truth, and that therefore what pro- 
ceeds from him muſt be true likewiſe. 1 do not fay 
that every word and ſyllable, every ye and &. is 
written under the force of inſpiration, for it may be 
perhaps not at all neceſſary to adopt ſuch a ſuppoſi- 
tion; but this I ſay, that every poſitive aſſertion, 
every doctrine which the words communicate to us 
is under that force; and therefore is, and muſt be 
true. I fear it too frequently happens, that when 
the doctrine which the words communicate, does 
not pleaſe or ſuit, with our prejudices, we pervert 
them from their true and genuine meaning to ſome- 


thing elſe. Thus was it in tlie inſtances which have 


been produced from the great Mr. Locke; and thus 
Hkewiſe has it happened in many inferior inſtances. 
But it is to be remembered, that no ſenſe or inter- 
pretation is admiſſible, which the words themſelves 
will not juſtify; that if Oeog ev2oynrog does not ſignify 
„ Gop be bleſſed, nothing will juſtify us in inter- 
preting it to ſignify ſo; that if wo; does not ſignify 
ſimply reſemblance or ſimilitude, we ſhall be alto- 
gether unjuſtifiable in. giving it that ſenſe. Be the 
true genuine ſenſe of the words what it may, by that 
we muſt abide; for otherwiſe, inſtead of i interpreting 
the Goſpel, we make a new Goſpel of our own. 


] - here add no more but this only, that, if in our 
conſtruction of the words of the New Teſtament we 


adhere 


279 


adhere to the ſame rules as govern us in the con- 
ſtruction of any other Greek Writer, whether we be- 
eve the Sacred Writers to have been inſpired or 
not, they will evidently appear to aſſert the Divinity 
of the Son of Gop. As aflerting this I have here 
appealed to them; and I hereby farther appeal to 

every Greek Scholar in the world, and demand it of 
him, conſtruing the words as he would conſtrue the 
words of any other Greek Writer, to put ſuch a 
conſtruction upon them as that they ſhall not aſſert 
the Divinity of the Son of Gop. This, if it can be 
done, all controverſy will be ended; if it cannot be 
done, the poſition will remain true, that the Writers 
of the New Teſtament aſſert the Divinity of Jz8vs 
CyrisT; and the Catholic Church will thereby be 


fully juſtified in believing” and affirming, as it ever 


hath believed and affirmed, that our LoxD Jz8vs 
Car1sT is very and eternal Gop, that he is ®cog aAy- 
bugs and Oeos evaoynlOg eig TOUG xls, Anu. 
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AS it has been ſaid in the preceding pages 
that the Creed, which was adopted by the Council 
of Nice, differs, as in ſome other reſpects, ſo alfo 
in what regards the eternal generation, from the Creed 
which we have in uſe at this day, it is thought pro- 
per to ſubjoin a copy of the Nicene Creed as it was 
adopted and ſanctioned by the council. | 
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eyorg oy] Ty rern ue, HvNSCI|a eig cu Eprveg, cp Djpevey 
Xpevu i cs & ef. eas Us T0 EY CY VEL Lat, 


Credimus in unum Deum omnipotentem omnium viſibilium 
& inviſibilium factorem. Et in unum Dominum Jeſum 
ri ſtum, filium Dei, natum ex Patre unigenitum, hoc 
eft, ex ſubſtantid Patris, Deum de Deo, lumen de lu- 
mine, Deum verum de Deo vero, geni:um non faftum, 
conſubſlantialem Patri; per quem omnia fatia ſunt & 
que in cœlo & que in terrd. Qui propter nos bomines, 
& propter noſtram ſalutem, deſcendit, incarnatus, & 
homo fadtus eſt, paſſus et, & tertid die reſurregit, af+ 
cendlit in cœlos, venturus judicare vivos & erna, Et 
in Spiritum Sanctum. 


The above, then, being the genuine Creed af the 
Nicene Council, freed from the po waiſwv rwy gu: 
, £ tou II yeyernue.or, which was in the 
Creed propoſed to the council by Euſebius, it 
ſhould ſeem to be no departure from the Nicene 
faith, if we alſo rejected that article as the council 
itſelf had rejected it. The creed propoſed to the 
council by Euſebius was in theſe following terms: 
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c. V. 


How far this creed differs from that which was 

eſtabliſhed by the council, the reader will ſee by 
comparing them together. When it was firſt pre- 
ſented, it ſeemed to meet with a pretty general ap- 


probation. But, as Euſebius was thought (whether 


juſtly or otherwiſe I enquire not) to be in ſome 
meaſure attached to the cauſe of Arius, it was 
thought neceſſary to reviſe it; and, on the reviſal, 
it appearing to the Fathers not to be ſufficiently 
guarded againſt the errors of Arius, they made what 
they judged to be the neceſſary alterations in it; the 
moſt material of which were, the expunging what 
related to the Eternal generation, and inſerting the 
article 0z00vr40y La, which was not in the creed 
of Euſebius. This article at firſt was ſtrenuouſly 
oppoſed by Euſebius ; but at length not being able 
to reſiſt the wiſdom with which it was ſupported, he 
acquieſced, and, as he tells the people of Cæſarea, 
in his letter to them, he ſubſcribed the creed as the 


council had eſtabliſhed it without any farther heſi- 
tation. | 


Hence then, I think it appears very plainly, that 
the 7opo 70 ay]wy r cell, EM TOU al gos VEYEY.1þafv2v, 
was no doctrine of the Nicene council; ; it was ex- 
punged 


©... i 
punged, becauſe they diſowned it, and How it crept 
into the creed afterwards it is almoſt impoſſible to 
ſay, with any degree of certainty. It appears, by 
the arguments of learned men, plainly to have been 
in the creed prior to the Second General Council; 
and it appears as plainly not to have been in the 


creed at the time when the former council was dis- 
ſolved. 


Euſebius appears alſo to have been very ſtrongly 
attached to the article, notwithſtanding his having 
ſubſcribed the Nicene Creed, whence it was ex- 
punged; and, therefore, it is not at all improbable, 
but that he himſelf might have been inſtrumental in 
getting it inſerted in the Creed, after the council 
was diflolved. Certain it is, that he uſes language 
concerning our Lord, which neither the Creed nor 
the Scriptures will juſtify; and which, I ſuppoſe, 
was never uſed by any one, prior to himſelf, as may 
be ſeen in the firſt and ſecond chapters of his Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Hiſtory, where he ſtyles our Lord, - 
Toyorog OTO: now the words, pworoyens and c- 
roroxog are never any where in Seripture applied to 
the Aoyog, but ſolely to the wig; and, if they 
had been applied to the Aoyog, the doctrine of 
Aris, I apprehend, ought . not to have been ob- 

n to. , 


The 


( 185 ) 
The doctrine of the Eternal Generation, if I may 
be permitted to ſpeak my own opinion of it, ſtrongly 
favours the cauſe. of Arianiſm ; for, if it is true, 
then Cyr1sT was always, as being a Son, ſubordi- 
nate and inferior to the Father, then was he always 
alſo, as having the Divine Nature by neceſſity, an 
inferior ſubordinate God, which, I apprehend, was 
the doctrine of Arius. But the New Teſtament 
holds forth no ſuch language to us. The inferiority 

of CHRIS to the Father, if I may ſo ſpeak, was a 
ſuperinduced inferiority, ariſing from the voluntary 
humiliation of himſelf, when he united himfelf to 
man's nature, and became incarnate. But no where 
in Sacred Scripture am I acquainted with any thing 
which gives countenance to the doctrine of the 
Eternal Generation; and Euſebius, when he in- 
ſerted the article in his creed, ſeems to have been 


aware, thatit would be objected to, on account of its 


not being the doctrine of. Scripture, by his intro- 
ducing it with the words ,, warns x{:0cws, 
words which, as I have already ſuggeſted, ſeem to 
ſignify the pre-eminence, but not the priority, of 
his birth. For, if z7p[0/0:20y here ſignifies priority, 
in point of time or of exiſtence, will it not be to blend 
Jzsvs CHRIST with the maſs of creation, to make 
him thereby the firſt created of the works of Gop ? 
which cannot be true of him, either as he was the 
Abos who exiſted from all eternity with Gop, and 
was Gop; or as he was man, and born poſterior in 
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time, PH numerous ages, to _ reſt of the, creation . 
and ebe in no reſpect doth it ſeem applicable 
to him, except the word be taken in the ſenſe of 
pre-eminence, a ſenſe which St. Paul himſelf ſeems. 
'to annex to the word, even when he uſes it in the 


ſenſe of firſt-born, Coloſſ. i. 17. Os egi aν 


cen M TWY VEG? 19% NHC EV RT ius dog 
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If the donde of the Eternal Generation ſhould 


8 really be the doctrine of the Scripture, I ſee not 


how the opinion of Arius and his followers can be 
accounted hereſy, for, the inferiority of ſubordina- 
tion as certainly attaches itſelf to the character of 
a Son as identity of nature; and, if what Baronius 


affirms is true, when he ſays, Acta Nicena injurid 


temporis, & ARIANORUM CONATIBUS paſſa efſe nau- 
fragia, certum eft, it will not be either an unfair, or 
an improbable ſuppoſition, that we are indebted to 
the indefatigable induſtry of the Arians for the in- 
ſertion of this article in the Creed, as well as for the 


total ſuppreſſion of the acts of the Nicene Council. 


But the whole of this buſineſs is involved in ſuch a 
cloud of impenetrable obſcurity, that it leaves room 
for nothing but conjecture. Certain, however, we 
are; that the article was not in the Creed of the Ni- 


cene Council, and that, although it was in the 


Creed preſented by Euſebius, yet that the Council 
rejected it; and certain alſo we are, unleſs I am in 
an 


7 
K* * — 


error myſelf, that the article hath. ng 
in Scripture, on which it may be ſupported, 7 


oy 


an error 
then, the matter muſt reſt, and the reader 


cide for himſelf, 
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